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The burope of Maastricht
and ihe multinationals



Their battle and ours

For a long time ‘Europe’ was just
an idea. Perhaps a good idea,
certainly an inoffensive one, but
in any event something far off in
the distance. The neo-liberal
offensive of the 1980s and the fall
of the Berlin Wall changed this. .

Between 1986 and 1990, two crucial
decisions of a strongly political nature were
taken: to establish the single market and
move towards a single currency. From some-
thing marginal and gradual, the process of
European unification has moved to political
centre stage. European economies are being
harmonised and a supranational (mini-)state
is being built from above. In the current poli-
tical and economic conjuncture, this state
will be born undemocratic and its policies
will be anti-social.

The EU is being built behind people’s
backs and against the working classes. The
‘Social Charter’ put forward (but only feebly
defended) by the European trade unions has
been kept out of the Maastricht Treaty. As a
result, the EU is being launched under the
principle of ‘Market iiber Alles’, without any
European social norms. It is leaving the
world of labour disarmed in the face of the
neo-liberal onslaught. It is opening the door
to across-the-board regression. The EU is not
and will not be social! A new, wholly modern
‘social question’ is haunting Europe.

The big lie

Those who govern us are not unaware of
the threat that this poses for ‘civil peace’,
‘social cohesion” and the EU itself. “Without
popular support, Europe will not be built’:
they all sing. How do they reconcile this with
austerity policies? By acting as if ‘people
don’t understand” and paying for mammoth
publicity campaigns. If the people have lost
confidence in their rulers, it’s time to elect a
new people! And above all: it’s time for big
lies, faked statistics, and bluffs about the
future. If you believe them, unemployment is
falling, the economy is recovering, budgetary
common sense has been restored, the mone-
tary union is a done deal, and the future looks
glorious. This morally polluting smoke
screen is indispensable for them so they can
settle their business among themselves while
anaesthetising peoples and proletarians.

The historical moment between 1989 and
1995 was brief, but deep and painful: the
damage to the workers’ movement and the
advances made by the bourgeoisie are consi-
derable. The workers’ movement, which had
continued resisting country by country, was
reawakened in November-December 1995
by the magnificent struggle of the French
workers and students. This was the first great
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strike against Maastricht, though in only one
country.

European resistance

In spring 1997, the brutal shutdown of

the Renault plant in Vilvorde, Belgium, with
delocalisation planned to a cheaper location
in the south of the EU, revealed to what point
this Europe has been tailor-made for the
bosses. The joint fightback by Belgian,
French and Spanish workers showed that the
lesson of the winter of 1995 had been
learned: every major social struggle nowa-
days requires immediate solidarity on a Euro-
pean scale. Trade unionism will be European

or it will not exist!

We are reaching a cross-roads. The great
leap forward towards monetary union is ac-
celerating. The anti-social burden is weighing
heavier. At the same time, the EU is ‘prog-
ramming’ the labour movement’s calendar
for us. It is binding together our goals and
synchronising our struggles. It is lining up
the adversaries in direct confrontation, obli-
ging everyone to choose sides, and pushing
each current and organisation to develop its
analysis, programme and strategy.

In the last ten years, the EU’s progress
has meant a parallel progress for the neo-
liberal agenda, to the point that this agenda is




now written into the main EU treaties. This
shows that ‘uniting Europe’ means two
things: regulating relations among national
states, but also choosing a social model. The
choice is between: production for the profit
of a few, or for the needs of the great majo-
rity. Between private and social ownership of
the major means of production. Between pri-
vate domination and popular self-manage-
ment. Between unbridled competition and
generalised solidarity. Between pillage and
exploitation of the Third World and generous
co-operation for harmonious development on
a planetary scale. These are two mutually
exclusive analyses, two choices, two
different roads to the future!

The tide is turning

‘European unity’ is not some great ideal:
it is a concrete struggle. The dominant
classes will mobilise all their powerful
resources in order to win. But they have their
problems as well. The world market eco-
nomy, at the moment of its triumph, is not
solving its crisis but aggravating it. Neo-
liberal ideology is on the way out. The tide is
slowly beginning to turn.

The European bourgeoisie has several
disadvantages relative to its Japanese and US
counterparts. The European workers’ move-
ment is still incomparably stronger than in
the USA or Japan. Nor does there exist a
(European) national-chauvinist feeling com-
parable to that in Japan and the US.

The European bourgeoisies are asking
European wage-earners, women and young
people to limit their demands and subordi-
nate their movements in the name of a com-

EU treaties in the

Europe has a long history of
wars, invasions, bloody conflicts
and social ruptures. No wonder

the “utopia of union” is so strong.
The 20th century confirms it: two “world”
wars, the holocaust against the Jews, fascism,
nazism, resistance movements, civil wars,
revolutions and counter-revolutions.

“Unifying Europe™ means overcoming,
or mastering, the strong contradictions
between states, but also the contradictions
between social classes. In reality, unification
between states always takes place on the
basis of a certain “choice of society.” Either
capitalist (market economy, based on private
property and generalised competition,
production for profit, hierarchy and social
inequality), or socialist (a classless society
without social inequality, production to
satisfy the needs of the population, collective
property and co-operation).

The socialist project was actually the first
which tried to unite the continent, between
1916 and 1923. There was a real perspective
of an international society without war, exp-
loitation and national oppression.

mon historic destiny, of the defence of the
European ‘social, humanist” model. of resis-
tance to the almighty dollar, the invasion of
Japanese products and Wild West capitalism.

This ‘soft’ rhetoric confirms that, behind
the European Union, they are planning a
Fortress Europe and a European superpower.
No-one should forget that the European bour-
geoisies have a long history of power behind
them; and that their brutal exercise has never
been hindered by a certain degree of political
and ideological refinement. The language of
Europeanism achieves its goals only to the
extent that the workers” movement is politi-
cally powerless and there is no credible anti-
capitalist alternative. The battle for Europe is
not cut off from the reality of class struggle!

Marxists should not let themselves be
trapped in the false dilemma: “for Europe™ or
“against”. The choice is not either the EU or
nationalist reaction. From the moment of its
birth, the socialist workers” movement has
always been internationalist. As early as the
late 19th century, Marxists understood that
the national state was becoming too narrow
to ensure a harmonious development of the
economy and society.

We oppose the EU in the name of an-
other Europe, not in the name of the national
state. The EU is not a weapon against globa-
lisation, it is part and parcel of globalisation.
It does not hold back the *Americanisation’
of our societies, it fosters it.

Only a different Europe, a social Europe,
a Europe that breaks with capitalism, will
find the strength and spirit to eliminate the
‘old demons’ of our continent and create
hope for the future. %

light of history

Unfortunately, the revolts of the
labouring classes against exploitative,
authoritarian and murderous capitalist
systems in Russia, Germany, Hungry, Italy,
Rumania and Poland were violently
repressed. The new Soviet Union found itself
alone. Isolated. It soon fell under the control
of the Stalinist dictatorship. The people of
Europe were now presented with a great, but
false. dilemma: “exploitation under a
democratic capitalist system, or totalitarian
pseudo-socialism.”

Twenty years later, the Second World
War ravaged Europe for the second time. The
urgent need to control the explosive rivalries
between France, Britain and Germany re-
emerged. The problem is that these rivalries
have deep historical and structural roots.

« France was catapulted to the high point
of human history by the universal impor-
tance of the 1989 French Revolution. But
the country was handicapped by a less
powerful economy than its neighbours.

« Britain was the first modern empire,
with its industries and its colonies, its
financial networks and active diplomatic
corps. But the country was in decline.
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Euro-
rationalisation

» Germany is a first rank economic power.
But the country was handicapped by its
late unification (during the 19th century)
and its lack of colonies. Politically, the
country was stigmatised by the ghosts of
its history.

With the working class (briefly) on the
offensive at the end of the war, the new
Europe is blocked on two sides. To the east is
the Soviet Union, the cold war enemy. To the
west, the United States: a former English
colony, now the leading superpower.

Throughout the last 50 years, the
dynamic of European unification has had an
economic aspect, and an equally important
politico-statecraft aspect. Sometimes one has
been the main “lever,” sometimes the other.
On the social side, Europe’s rulers have been
obliged to make successive, important con-
cessions to the working classes, which are
massively organised, and often turbulent.
These concessions have concerned employ-
ment, salary, trade union rights, and elements
of economic democracy in the workplace.

More than ever before, Europe lives to
the rhythm of intense internal and external
contradictions, which can flare up at any
moment (remember the tension caused by the
fall of the Berlin Wall?). A dose of supra-
national constraint, a transfer of part of
national sovereignty to pan-European (state)
institutions, capable of taking decisions
which will be binding on all member states
seems increasingly indispensable. It is the
price for political stability and economic
expansion.

The problem is that such a transfer has

4 International Viewpoint #290

never taken place before, in Europe or else-
where.

The bearable slowness of unification

A short historical detour explains the ap-
parently mysterious difficulties, recurrent
crises, and the interminable succession of
European Treaties, each one more boring and
confused than the last.

In 1947 the USA put a condition on their
Marshall economic aid plan for Europe.
Washington insisted that the participating
European states form the Organisation for
European Economic Co-operation (OEEC,
later becoming the OECD). This was no phi-
lanthropic act. Rather, it was a way of advan-
cing towards a “single market, without
quantitative (external) restrictions to the
movement of merchandise.” The pressure
came, most of all, from the booming Ameri-
can economy, which needed new outlets.

In fact, economic reconstruction was
achieved not on the basis of a united Europe.
but through the action of separate national
states, each strongly marked by the Second
World War.

In July 1952 the European Coal and
Steel Community was formed' between
France, Germany, the Benelux countries’ and
Italy. In a rare moment of frankness, the
treaty admitted that its goal was “to replace
secular rivalries with a fusion of essential
interests,” creating “‘a community. .. between
peoples long opposed by bloody divisions.”

The agreement effectively created a
“common market”™ in two products. Over-
production of coal and steel was considered

to have been a root cause of the recent war.
Protectionism (restrictive practices, state sub-
sidies, discrimination between producers
from different member states, import tariffs
and taxes) were forbidden. Quotas were
established, and backed up with a generous
subsidy system. For the first time, a Euro-
pean body (the “High Authority™) received
supra-national authority, in this precisely
specified field.

This agreement was part of a broader
economic and political mobilisation of the
“free world” by the United States, which was
preparing for a confrontation with the Soviet
Union and China. Its own coal and steel pro-
duction was insufficient, and it was clear that
West-European production could not be
boosted significantly without the support of
the German economy. And this was unthink-
able unless France would agree.

The participants in the European Coal

“and Steel Community would remain at the
core of all subsequent integration activities.

Over-stretching

The impressive success of the ECSC in-
cited “Europeanist” circles to try to extend
supra-national decision making. But they
tried to bite off more than they could chew.
Efforts between 1950 and 1954 failed specta-
cularly to create the planned European
Defence Community. The stumbling block
was the historic question of German re-arma-
ment. even within a wider European struc-
ture, this was still too unpopular. The
political fall-out from this failure had a long-
lasting effect.

The Treaty of Rome (1957) re-launched
the integrationist initiative. It created the
European Economic Community (EEC). The
aim was to gradually establish a total com-
mon market, by abolishing internal barriers,
and creating a common external tariff policy.
The only supra-national interventionism
introduced by the treaty was the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP).

The Treaty of Rome was based on the
principles of economic liberalism. Employ-
ment, prosperity and other social objectives
were mentioned, but they did not have the
same weight as in documents from the
1940s. There was nothing in the Treaty of
Rome to inflame the crowds, and nothing to
frighten them either. It was essentially con-
cerned with increasing commercial exchan-
ges in Western Europe, and with political
convergence between the six original mem-
bers of the European Coal and Steel Commu-
nity. The Treaty also made possible the
creation of Euratom, through which Euro-
pean capitalism would try to catch up with
the USA in nuclear technology and nuclear
energy.

For the next thirty years (1957-86), there
was little or no further European integration.
The most significant event was the 1972
signing of a monetary agreement, which in
1978 became the European Monetary
System. This was an attempt to stabilise the
relationship between the different currencies
of the EEC. It was a response to the Ameri-
can government’s unilateral withdrawl from
the Bretton-Woods agreements (1944-1971),



which introduced a greater degree of turbu-
lence into monetary and financial markets.

The shift to the European Union

A major shift took place between 1989
and 1992. The adoption of the Single Euro-
pean Act (1986) introduces 3,000 practical
measures, designed to implement the general
objectives specified in the Treaty of Rome. It
specified a target date, 1 January 1993. The
French social democrat Jacques Delors,
President of the European Commission, con-
vinced western Europe’s dominant classes of
the political importance of the project, and
transformed it into a series of plausible
policies. The neo-liberal wave of the
Thatcher-Reagan years, and the major shift in
the world situation represented by the fall of
the Berlin Wall, the defeat of the working
class in the East, and the political triumph of
capitalism, cleared the path for the introduc-
tion of the single market.

Then came the Maastricht Treaty, adop-
ted in December 1991, signed in March
1992, and coming into force in November
1993. Just as the European Monetary System
explodes. Despite this, the Maastricht Treaty
succeeds in giving the bosses’ and govern-
ments’ offensive sufficient coherence and
energy to continue.

The de-regulation imposed by the Single
Europe Act was not counter-balanced by res-
trictions and obligations in the social field.
This places the working classes of the
various member states in generalised compe-
tition with each other. The Maastricht
Treaty’s monetarist convergence criteria
begin systematically undermining the
welfare state.

The latest treaty is the Dublin Stability
Pact, which aims to prevent future deviation
from or challenge to this strategy.

The situation today

Monetary union implies the creation of
real supra-national mechanisms, with a trans-
fer of national sovereignty to an independent
European bank. Monetary union is due to
begin in 1998. Meanwhile, the adhesion of
several central and east European countries
to the European Union implies extending the
area covered by the single market.

These two processes give rise to a crucial
question. How to maintain the political cohe-
sion of a Union which is facing contra-
dictions within the core group over monetary
union and its consequences, and which must
at the same time deal with an immense geo-
political region stretching from the Atlantic
ocean to the frontiers of Russia, and from the
North Pole to the Mediterranean?

The Inter-Governmental Conference has
not answered this question. The challenge is
huge. Barely 100 years after they established
independent, imperialist states, will the
German, French and British bourgeoisies
now be able to take an unprecedented leap,
abandoning part of their power, and creating
a stable, supra-national state authority? %

Notes

1. Prepared in 1950, and signed in 1951

2. An acronym for BElgium, NEtherlands, LUXemburg.
3. Introduction to the Treaty.

The Europe of hig capital

Concrete demands

from big capital have always been
one of the main driving forces
behind European integration.

Capital was behind the 1986
European Single Act, which
created the single market, and the
1991 Treaty of Maastricht, which
began preparations for a
COMMON Currency.

The European Commission
pays very close attention to the
policy proposals and demands
which are regularly published by
the European Round Table of
Industrialists (ERT). This
influential group brings together
the presidents of the main European
multinationals. More generally
speaking, most major companies, and
associations representing most branches of
industry, organise their influence directly,
through lobbyists and ‘corporate embassies’
in Brussels.

The single market has been a very
profitable development for big capital. The
EU is the biggest single market in the world.
Closer harmonisation and standardisation
offers the major capitalist enterprises im-
mense opportunities for increasing sales and
cutting production costs.

The imposition across Europe of “free
market” policies of deregulation and privati-
sation is leading to increased competition.
This is causing an increasing number of
mergers and take-overs, and a significant
concentration of capital.

For industrialists and traders, the main
direct advantage of the single currency is that
it will reduce the cost of buying and selling
‘abroad’. Most also expect that the single
currency will create a more stable business
climate, by making it impossible for any one
country to devalue its currency, making its
exports cheaper, while discouraging its own
population from buying imported goods.

Any currency union would have the
above effects. But the Euro project is accom-
panied by a monetarist straight jacket (the
“convergence criteria”) imposed through the
agreements that regulate the introduction of
the common currency. The Treaty of Maas-
tricht, and the Dublin Stability Pact
(December 1996) imply generalised austerity
policies across the EU. As Leon Brittan,
External Trade Commissioner of the EU,
recently admitted, “European Monetary
Union is forcing European countries to adopt
Thatcherite policies.” '

The edge of the cliff

Every day, it seems, we are told that
European companies are involved in a life or
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death struggle with competitors in the rest of
the world, especially in the USA and Japan.
Every week there is a new study, warning
about the loss of competitiveness of ‘our’
companies. They all contain roughly the
same analysis, and exactly the same policy
proposals.

In one, “83 business leaders... from all
over Europe” told Eurostudy, and Forfune
magazine, that Europe is “standing on the

The world’s top
1,000 companies

Companies Sales Profits
Country inS000m.  in$000 m
Austria 1 -- 0
Belgium 11 46.1 4.6
Britain 97 783.9 74.3 |
Denmark 7 1.1 1.9 |
Finland 2 19.4 2.0
France 43 511.7 7.4
Germany 35 651.3 13.0 |
Ireland 3 3.0 1.0
Italy 17 177.7 9.5
NL 18 268.9 12.0 ‘
Spain 12 51.5 6.6
Sweden 19 139.9 11.6
Total EU 265 2,664.4 151.9 |
Japan 227 2,930.1 234.0 ‘
USA 422 3,494.7 276.4
Calculated by market value. Data from 1995. Source: |
Business Week, 8 July 1996
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edge of a cliff”; “running out of time”; “not
aware of the rules of the game” and “about to
lose its leading position in the world eco-
nomy”. “The language is apocalyptic”, said
the Financial Times. Tn fact, the study pro-
posed little that has not already been endor-
sed by the European Commission and many
individual governments, like moves to
increase labour market flexibility and
increase cross-border competition.?

The International Monetary Fund (IMF)
sings the same song. Its most recent World
Economic Outlook states that the rigid and
insufficiently flexible functioning of labour
markets has become clearly the most urgent
problem for the rich countries.?

The same argument is present in the
European Commission’s recently formulated
“10 Commandments for economic virtue.”
Labour market flexibility, more flexible work
time arrangements and wage flexibility are
among the Commission’s concrete proposals
to the Amsterdam Summit.*

Of course, all these horror stores about
the loss of competitivity and threat of disap-
pearing market shares for European com-
panies have a clear ideological function.
Capital wants bigger profits and therefore
more austerity, lower social expenses and
lower wages. It is not at all interested in
fighting unemployment, poverty and in-
creasing social polarisation.

Glohalisation?

By blaming globalisation and compe-
titors in the rest of the world for the social
tragedy in the EU, employers and politicians
are trying to evade responsibility for the con-
sequences of their own macro- and micro-
economic choices

A look at the facts makes clear that those
stories do not hold water. As the table on the
previous page shows, the European Union
has more multinationals among the 200
biggest in the world than Japan or the USA.
And 265 of the biggest 1,000 companies in
the world can be found in the EU.

The debate on globalisation is scattered
with myths and exaggerations.

« companies have very different, some-
times contradictory internationalisation
strategies;

« very few multinationals are really
globalised (most are regionalised);

= in fact, wage costs are often not the first
or even second important factor deter-
mining where investments are made.

Even the European Commission relati-
vises many of the more wild caricatures
about globalisation. Its’ latest Annual Eco-
nomic Growth Report demonstrates that ex-
ports and imports between the EU and the
rest of the world are stable or even declining.
These figures are sumarised in the table to
the right.

“The degree of openness of the Com-
munity to the world economy is relatively
small and broadly similar to that of the
United States and Japan,” ® the report
continues. “This implies that the globalisa-
tion of trade directly affects only a limited
part of the Community economy.”
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The Commission also
notes that trade with low-
wage countries is small part of
total EU trade. “Extra-EC
imports from low-wage countries
amount to less than 3% of Community GDP
at present and the Community’s trade with
these economies is broadly in balance.”

While trade with the rest of the world is
stable or declining, there is a sharp increase
in Foreign Direct Investments (FDI) among
EU member states: “The Single Market
Programme has also provoked unpreceden-
ted amounts of Foreign Direct Investments
between EC member countries. As a
proportion of total EC FDI outflows, intra-
EC FDI flows soared from 20% in 1983 to
59% in 1994.”

The EU has “done fairly well in inter-
national competition for direct investment as
witnessed by both the strong growth in in-
flows and its moderate surplus in net FDI
flows.” The Commission even questions the
never-ending demands by employers for
wage restraints to avoid delocalisations to
low-wage countries.

The Annual Economic Report asserts
that “there are no signs that the foreign
transfer of production is predominantly
determined on wage-cost grounds, even if
this might be the case for some labour-

‘ EU exierhal trade

1976 1982 1995
i as % of nominal GDP
| Exports
| OECD 4.6 50 49
| Non-OECD 6.2 6.4 4.9
Total 109 115 98
Imports '
OECD 4.9 57 5.1
Non-OECD 7.2 7.2 45
Total 12.1 129 96
| Trade balance ‘
. OECD 03 -07 -0.2
| Non-OECD -10 -07 05
Total -1.3 -1.4 0.3

Extra-community trade in goods. Source: European
Commission, 1997 Annual Economic Report: |
Growth, Employment and Convergence on the Road

to EMU (02/97)

- ! .v

intensive sectors such as clothing,
footwear and toys.”
So much for the decline of
‘European competitiveness’ that we are
permanendly brainwashed with! The
Commission report reveals that the EU has
had higher labour productivity growth than
the United States and, in recent years, Japan,
while maintaining external equilibrium.

Also very revealing is the calculation that
part of the deterioration of the EU’s share of
export markets has been “a consequence of
the substantial appreciation of its real effec-
tive exchange rate”; in other words: a conse-
quence of the absolute priority given to
strong currencies and low inflation in the
Maastricht Treaty.

Change of priorities

From Aachen to Athens, the supposed
conseguences of globalisation and the threat
of competition from low-wage countries are
used to force trade unions to make even more
concessions. But the European Com-
mission’s own statistics show that the
European Union is a virtually closed
economy. An economy in which reflationary
policies could stimulate the public sector, and
a general reduction of the workweek without
loss of pay could be implemented relatively
easily.

With 20 million unemployed and 50
million poor people in the European Union
(from a total population of 360 million) the
need for such a radical change of priorities is
obvious. It will not happen as long as Europe
is dominated by big capital. Only when the
left, trade unions and other social movements
join hands to mobilise for a different social
and economic agenda, and take initiatives to
Europeanise struggles and campaigns will
such a policy shift become possible. *

Notes

|. The Economist, 15 March 1997

2. The Financial Times, 7 April 1997

3. World Economic Qutlook, April 1997

4. Financial Times, 24 April 1997

5. 1997 Annual Economic Report: Growth, Employment
and Convergence on the Road to EMU

6. In 1995, the degree of openness of the EU (average of
exports and imports of goods and services as percentage
of nominal Gross Domestic Product) was about 10%, as
compared to 12% for the USA and 9% for Japan.



The price of the

Across the European Union,
expensive propaganda campaigns
are being organised to convince
the population that the common
European currency is a good
thing. The introduction of the
Euro is presented as a technical
operation, and to everyone’s
advantage.

When you go abread on holiday, you won’t
have to change money any more. That’s
about the level of argument.

This cheap story masks the logic on
which European Monetary Union (EMU) is
built: an austerity programme, which is not at
all beneficial for the majority of the Euro-
pean population.

Countries that want to join the common
currency have to abide by the Treaty of
Maastricht (1991) and the Stability Pact of
Dublin (1996). These two agreements makes
the price of the Euro very high.

A few years of austerity and then...

For years now, all the EU countries have
been caught in an almost permanent cycle of
cuts and austerity, because the Maastricht
Treaty requires among other things that the
budget deficits of countries that want to join
the common currency be reduced to 3% of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) before
1 January 1998. The five convergence cri-
teria of Maastricht are exclusively about
money: not unemployment, social security or
ecological norms. In other words, Maastricht
style convergence of levels of inflation,
interest rates, government debts and deficits
will not lead to a decrease of the big gaps
between EU members in unemployment and
productivity rates or GDP per head.

The cuts are not over. At the end of 1996,
EU states had an average budget deficit of
4.4%.' Only Luxembourg fulfilled all five of
the Maastricht convergence criteria. These
figures imply that EU member states will
have to cut their expenses by a total of more
then 1% of the all-European GDP, by the end
of this year. Such an operation can only be
done at the cost of a rise in unemployment
and further destruction of social and
collective services.

These cuts will also stifle the EU’s
(already mediocre) economic growth. One of
the most cynical aspects of the whole
business is that no economist can explain
why a common currency can only function
with budget deficits below 3%, or why
deficits of 4 or 5, or even 6% are such an
economic disaster.

.. a few more

Those countries that manage to reduce
their deficits to 3% and that fulfil the other

=

UK

Maastricht Treaty requirements about total
government debt, inflation, interest rates and
exchange rates, will still not be finished with
austerity packages. The member states are
forcing themselves and each other into a per-
manent state of budgetary anorexia that will
not end until well into the next century.

The Stability Pact that was adopted
during the Euro Summit in Dublin stipulates
that state budgets must be reduced to ‘close
to balance’ or balanced, so that when
member states enter a recession, they will
have room to manoeuvre. If they do cross the
sacred 3% budget deficit limit, financial
penalties as high as 0.5 percent of GDP will
be imposed. The proceeds will be divided
among the ‘good’ countries.

These austerity arrangements will
continue to strengthen recessionary and def-
lationary dynamics in the EU after the intro-
duction of the Euro, just as the convergence
criteria of the Maastricht Treaty have done
since 1992.

Uncontrolable bankers

The new European Central Bank (ECB)
will take all important monetary decisions
totally independently. This powerful new
institution will not be controlled, even
formally, by governments or parliaments: the
Maastricht Treaty explicitly forbids attempts
to influence the ECB’s policies. The Treaty
also decrees that the ECB has one priority at
all times: price stability (=low inflation)
above all. This reflects the monetarist dogma
that low inflation will automatically lead to
more growth, and more growth will auto-
matically lead to more employment.

A race to the bottom

There will actually be a great increase in
competition between countries inside the
Euro zone. The introduction of the Euro
means that countries will no longer be able to
manipulate interest rates, exchange rates, and
budget policies in the pursuit of their eco-
nomic policy priorities. The Maastricht and
Dublin agreements forbid it. But at the same

The Maastrlcht
- criteria

Inflation Deficit
Interest Debt
% %  %GDP  %GDP
Austria 1.8 63 -39 70
Belgium 18 6.5 -3.4 130
Britain 3.0 79 -41 55
Denmark 1.9 7.2 <1F 70
Finland 15 71 -26 59
France 2.1 6.3 -41 56
Germany 12 62 -38 61
Greece 79 148 -74 112 |
Ireland 22 73 -09 73 |
Italy 40 94 -6.8 124
Luxemburg 12 63 27 6
Netherlands 1.5 62 -22 79
Portugal 29 85 -40 65
Spain 36 87 -44 70
Sweden 08 80 -38 78
EMU target 2.6 88 -3.0 60

Interest refers to long term interest rates. Deficit
and debt are Source: Netherlands Central Bank
Annual Report, April 1997




time, there are no pan-European fiscal,
monetary or co-ordination policies for coping
with economic shocks or recessions after the
Euro is introduced.

Labour, the least mobile production
factor, will pay the price, in the form of un-
employment, wage cuts, and more flexibili-
sation. And countries will compete even
more than they do now to attract investments.
The only tools available will be tax cuts for
companies, megalomaniac infrastructure pro-
jects, cheapening the welfare state, and
reducing ecological regulations. This will be
arace to the bottom: to harmonisation at the
lowest level.

Dangerous illusions

Social democratic and trade union
leaders argue that a common currency will
become a means for a re-launch of economic
growth. More jobs and social policies, they
claim, can no longer be guaranteed on a
national level. Therefore we need to accept
the Euro, and then work to change the
priorities of the EU.

This argument is impossible to maintain,
because the neo-liberal logic of the conver-
gence criteria, the stability pact and the future
European Central Bank is inextricably woven
into the various juridical rules and treaties.

Some social democratic politicians are
beginning to become a bit nervous as they
realise that the European Central Bank will
determine to a large extent the margins
within which social and economic policies
can be financed. The new idea is to propose
more ‘political control’ by Econfin, the EU
council of Ministers of Finance and central
bankers of the member states. But this would
only mean more power for another
supranational executive organ: just as un-
democratic and uncontrollable as the ECB.

Euro? No thanks!

For all these reasons, we should continue
protesting against the introduction of the
Euro. Opposition to a common currency is
not a principled question, but a social and
political choice. In itself a common currency

and co-ordination of monetary, fiscal and
budgetary policies could have big advan-
tages. But the current project, the Euro
project, leads only to more unemployment,
increasing social polarisation, and the dis-
mantling of the public sector. The Euro is
being used as a crowbar for neo-liberal
policies, for more deregulation, flexibilisa-
tion and austerity.

Opposing the Euro and the European
Monetary Union because of their disastrous
social consequences has nothing to do with

T e e

%
Y ‘31 %K%c x;“&g.;:sgfc

Ecunomlsts against EMU

A statement by 70 Dutch economist
- against the EMU, published February 13
- in De Volkskrant, a major Dutch dailies,
. has spectacularly opened a real debate
. about the Euro in a country where. until
. recently, almost everybody seemed to
| support the Euro project.

The economists state that they
| “anticipate with increasing concern the
. moment at which Europe’'s Economic
. and Monetary Union (EMU) enters its
| third phase.

The Maastricht Treaty, which took
- effect on 1 November 1993, is imperfect
| in many ways, particularly in the areas of
. democracy, employment, income distri-
- bution, environment, and poverty reduc-
- tion inside and outside the Union. In
addition, the Treaty was based on
. dubious economic assumptions.

Nothing has changed in the inter-
| vening years.

- On the contrary, implementation of this
- EMU is being accompanied by high
i costs including growing unemployment
| and social tensions. The EMU is proving
“ to be little more than a monetarist
prOJeCt The Stabmty Pact” agreed to in

5 T—
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nationalism or chauvinism. On the contrary,
opposition is an essential part of working to-
wards co-ordinated European-wide policies
for a shorter work-week without loss of pay,
more money for useful work in the public
sector (transport, housing, education, health,
environmental investments) and taxing of
capital flows. %

Note

1. Estimate released in April 1997 by the European
Monetary Institute (EMI), the predecessor of the future
European Central Bank.

i
H
i
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Dublin has confirmed this tendency, and |
even aggravated it: the manoeuvring
room for fiscal policy, particularly for}
social and ecological purposes, hasi
become narrower than ever.

Rather than signalling the birth of a’
modern European welfare state, this|
EMU is creating the institutional frame-|
work for a further dismantling of national |
social and fiscal policy and of the Euro-|
pean public sector. From a social, ecolo- |
gical and democratic point of view, thls
is undesirable. i

And the economic benefit isj
questionable. In itself a common!
currency could have benefits, but W|tm
this project the European Union is takmg
the wrong road. It is time to reflect,
reconsider, and begin a critical discus- |
sion of Europe’s economic agenda.”

In co-operation with economists in|
other EU countries the initiators of the|
Dutch appeal have drafted an Open:
Letter that will be published on the eve|
of the Amsterdam Euro Summit, signed |
by economists in all EU countries. %

e —

Interested economists should contact <epe@fee.uva.ni>
for more information.

|
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Political Europe and its institutions

Top officials of the European
Union have noticed the rising
opposition of the population.
Their response is often to argue
that “Europe needs to be bigger,
rather than smaller,” and “We
need to complete the economic
and monetary Europe with a
political Europe.”

In the name of this “political
Europe”, they appeal for a rein-
forcement of state power.
Reviving old memories, they
suggestion that this would be the
path toward a social Europe.

The reality is quite different. The EU is not
confronting dark economic forces (financial
markets, multinational corporations). It
defends them. The “political Europe™ that is
underway does not mean more, but rather
less democracy. The EU does not provide
support for a social Europe, but undermines
it.

A hidden process

Since this is a matter that touches the
future of the peoples of Europe and the daily
life of millions of men and women, it might
have been expected that the stakes would be
clearly defined, the proposals discussed pub-
licly, and the “laws” adopted by a democratic
procedure (such as universal suffrage). This
has not been the case.

The EU is engaged in an ongoing consti-
tutional process. “The construction of Europe
is an ongoing process,” as Klaus Kinkel, the
German foreign minister put it. The institu-
tions adopt norms, and structures evolve and
develop, in a pragmatic manner. The three
levels of decision-making power in the EU
(community-wide, intergovernmental, and
national) intertwine, confront each other, and
win or lose ground. The EU is a fragile struc-
ture riddled with contradictions. This is a pro-
cess in which prudence and patience are the
key words. Each real step forward, usually in
a crisis, requires careful evaluation of rela-
tionships of forces, guarding the interests of
the national states, and to a lesser degree, bet-
ween capital and labour.

This also requires that the process be
closely supervised by a tiny team made up of
a few govemnment ministers in each national
administrations and a tiny nucleus of
countries (the French-German pair with one
eye on Britain). This is how the Intergovern-
mental Conference (IGC, composed of the
prime ministers or heads of state) is moving
toward a revision of the Constitution of the
EU (the Treaty of Maastricht). And beyond!

The very institutional structure of the EU
is undemocratic. To believe the official
speeches, the EU’s institutions make up a
harmonious and well-balanced triangle: the
Council (cabinet ministers of the member
countries) represent the states; the Commis-
sion embodies the “community” spirit (the
EU as such), and the European Parliament
speaks for the citizenry. But in reality, who
decides what, and how?

An authoritarian structure

In parliamentary democracy, power is
vested in the sovereign people. This sover-
eignty is expressed through election of (par-
liamentary) representatives under universal
suffrage, for a (parliamentary) assembly. This
is where the preponderance of power is
lodged within the state apparatus. There is a
separation of powers into legislative (Parlia-
ment), executive (the cabinet and admini-
stration), and judicial branches..The
Constitution and the Parliament define the
rules of each of these institutions (rules for
constituting, determining composition,
domain, and prerogatives) and their reci-
procal ties. To define and amend the Consti-
tution (the fundamental law of a country)
there is a Constituent Assembly. (The parlia-
ment may eventually play this role, accor-
ding to particular rules.)

In the EU, separation of powers does not
exist. Moreover, the administrative branch
(the European Council of Ministers) concen-
trates in its own hands the legislative power,
the constitutional power, and part of the
judicial power. Thus it is the Council of
Ministers that imposes sanctions on a country
that deviates from the norms. There is no
possibility of appeal. This is particularly true
for Ecofin (The Council of Ministers of Eco-
nomy and Finances) where the convergence
criteria for monetary union are concerned.
The Council can even go beyond its explicit
prerogatives to seize control of the “co-ordi-

nation of the general economic policies of the
member states.” (Article 145).

A weak parliament...

Of course, the European Parliament is
elected by universal suffrage. But it lacks the
elementary prerogative of a parliament:
designating and dismissing the cabinet (ie the
Council and the Commission); amending,
approving, or rejecting the budget; adopting
laws in general and in particular those laws
that regulate the functions of the executive
and judiciary branches, and constitutional
amendments. In other words, the European
Parliament is not sovereign; it is reduced to a
role of consultation and advice.

This is a sharp departure from traditional
parliamentary democracy. In many ways it
resembles the situation before the French and
English revolutions of the 17th and 18th
centuries.

...and “flexible” justice

This authoritarian mode of functioning is
made worse by the disturbing role played by
the ECCJ (European Community Court of
Justice, in Luxembourg), the least visible of
the EU’s institutions. This flexible and man-
oeuvrable body has exceedingly far-ranging
responsibilities, often with supra-national
reach. These responsibilities expand spontan-
eously to fill the intentional or unintentional
gaps in the other structures and institutions of
the EU.

The ECCJ has a monopoly on interp-
reting the Treaties and the entirety of the
Community’s legal system. It judges the
EU’s and national states’ violations of
treaties, reaches verdicts, and imposes
penalties. It is the judge of the appeals court.
Judges in the member countries are obliged
to submit to this court any problem relating
to community law; the interpretation of the
ECCJ prevails. The ECCJ is explicitly en-
dowed with constitutional power. The treaty
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(Art. 4) encourages it to undertake tasks of
European unification. As there is a great deal
of imprecision in the treaties, and the other
institutions regularly find themselves in an
impasse, the ECCJ is allowed to substitute
itself for them, and break the deadlock!

Worsening tendencies

Nothing in the current preparations for
the 1997 Amsterdam conference, or after,
indicates any change of course. The Parlia-
_ ment by all accounts will remain out of the
loop. The EU governments’ main wish is to
push for more cohesiveness and efficiency.
This is tantamount to putting more executive
power in the hands of fewer countries. The
idea is to remodel the Commission and the
Council according to the economic and
demographic weight of the member countries
(especially with an eye to the expansion of
the EU toward the east). This would embar-
rass the small countries, but still be an insuf-
ficient respond to the need for a central
executive nucleus (in effect a directorate) and
a single spokesperson for foreign affairs. The
rule of unanimity would be replaced here and
there by that of a particular kind of majority.

What is being presented as a great demo-
cratic step forward, that is, the founding of an
“economic government” to counterbalance
the omnipotence of the European Central
Bank, means a new bolstering of executive
power. To fill in the “social deficit,” the
“social protocol” (of the Maastricht Treaty)
would be inserted into the new European
treaty. But its contents will be far less than
the social rights that exist at the level of the
national states, butt which are not carried
over to the “community” level. This will also
be true for the national systems of bilateral or
trilateral co-ordination (unions and emp-
loyers, or unions, employers, and govern-
ment). In spite of their slide towards co-
management, these structures do permit a
degree of information access, control, inter-
vention for the labour movement.

The EU is designed to exempt the
“European institutions” from the democratic
and social pressure of the populations, and to
prevent or at least slow down the extension
of rights won and the impact of national
“civil society” to the “Community” level.
The forced march toward monetary union
worsens the democratic and social “deficit”.

Reform the Treaty or dismantle it?

The EU is based fundamentally on the
principle of intergovernmentalism, or inter-
statism. All major decisions are made, and all
institutions (except the Parliament) desig-
nated by the member-states. This is true even
for the Commission, which has only limited
autonomy, and consults on a daily basis with
accredited representatives of the national
governments. The Monetary Union (conver-
gence criteria, Stability Pact, and European
Central Bank) represents an important step
toward the establishment of a beginning of a
very antidemocratic and anti-social super-
national power. It would remove monetary
policy from the province of national govern-
ments, and with it whole layers of budgetary,
economic, fiscal, and social policy.
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There is an often-confused discussion
over whether or not the EU is super-national.
No serious plan exists that has the support of
the big bourgeoisie. By all appearances, the
EU is not destined to become a complete
super-national state, comparable to existing
national states. It can be defined as a strong,
institutionalised inter-state co-ordinating
body with the beginnings of a supra-national
state apparatus, but whose relative autonomy
and current activity are tightly constrained by
the (main) member states.

An unstable structure

The EU does not rest on a European
nation-in-formation. There is no European
big bourgeoisie of any homogeneity whatso-
ever to sustain it. And its current policy un-
hesitatingly attacks in a harsh way the
standard of living of the popular masses (as
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Towards a different Europe

The European Union means the
reign of the multinationals, based
on profit, and the sacred principle
of private property. The European
Union means a neo-liberal
Europe, where monetary union
and the “stability pact” lead us
towards more and more austerity
measures.

The alternative is a Europe where Labour is
more important than Capital, and where the
collective is more important than private in-
terests. A social Europe, where the top
priority would be abolishing unemployment,
the greatest social sickness of our times. A
social Europe would be oriented towards the
satisfaction of the social needs of the ma-
jority of the population.

Opinion polls, and struggles, confirm the
progression of this perspective. Broad unity
in action, and the collaboration of various
currents of the social movement is becoming
possible around concrete demands. The ques-
tion for the labour and social movements is,
how do we direct this resistance against the
EU and the employers, who are, of course,
opposed to social Europe.

At the risk of being too schematic, let’s
look at the arguments of other currents in the
movement

Social Democrats

The European labour movement is domi-
nated by the strategy of the social democratic
parties and trade union leadership. Their
decisive support for the EU, and their perma-
nent coalition with Christian-Democratic
[centre-right] currents has provided the Euro-
pean Union with a parliamentary base, and
the necessary social and institutional consul-
tative forums. Without this support, the EU in
its current form could not exist.

Social democrats have seized the EU, by
deliberate choice or by illusion, as their only
workable perspective. They have draped the
EU, and the broader “European model” of a
social and democratic society, with all kinds
of virtues.

Recognising the EU’s “'social and demo-
cratic deficit,” social democratic leaders have
pleaded, without much conviction, for
reforms, for a “democratisation”. They have
insisted on the need for strong, reinforced EU
institutions. They claim that the EU is a bar-
rier to nationalism and the far-right. In fact,
the far right is gaining support among the
population because social regression im-
posed in the name of the EU is discrediting
the European idea.

This strategy has clearly failed. The cur-
rent rescue operation involves “inscribing”
the social protocol in the new treaty, and

boosting the confidence of the social demo-
cratic voters by stressing the new contribu-
tions of Tony Blair and Leonel Jospin in
France. All this will change little.

Opposition to the labour movement and
social democratic leaderships is increasing.
These currents all want to struggle against
the disastrous effects of the new Europe
which is forming. But their strategies for
opposition are varied.

A “nationalist” left in the socialist and
communist parties objects to the total Euro-
peanism of the social democratic leaders.
Fairly strong in some countries (France,
Germany, Britain) this current criticises or
rejects “Maastricht,” in the name of national
sovereignty. It denounces the non-democratic
character of the EU, the common currency,
the European Bank, and the “Brussels Com-
mission,” its pet hate. This current thinks it is
possible to get out of the crisis through an
economic relaunch programme at the
national level.

Inevitably, this goes hand in hand with
illusions in the national state, the national
parliamentary system, the national bank and
the national currency. Nor does it avoid the
occasional national-chauvinist degeneration:
a source of division between the workers and
the peoples. If followed through, this strategy
proves illusory and dangerous.

“Europeanists”

A second, Europeanist left (in the
socialist, communist and green parties) also
opposes the effects of the EU and its neo-
liberal policies. But it is reluctant to make a
radical critique of the EU system, and to
follow its opposition all the way. This is
because this current is politically and practi-

cally paralysed by the fear that an institu-
tional crisis of the EU would lead to a growth
in nationalism, and the far right in particular.

As a result, and against good sense, this
“Europeanist” left continues to defend, and
propose reform of the European institutions,
the common currency, and the European
Bank, as necessary pre-conditions to an alter-
native social, ecological policy for the
citizens of the EU. This current has recently
sharpened its criticism, but it hesitates about
breaking from its support for the institutions.
As a result, it fails to offer a coherent, con-
vincing strategy.

The radical left

The radical left, in the trade unions,
social movements and political groups,
totally rejects the EU, justly denouncing it as
a capitalist and imperialist construction. But
not as a supplementary instrument in the
hands of Big Capital. This superficial anal-
ysis under-estimates the obstacle which the
progress, and possible success of the Euro-
pean Union would represent for the everyday
struggles of the labour movement, and the
anti-capitalist struggle.

As in the reformist left, there are two
symmetrical attitudes. The first attitude is
that, since Europe is a long way away, the
working class should confront capitalism by
struggling at the base, against the bosses in
one’s own workplace, and the government of
the country where one lives, without wor-
rying about the “superstructure.” This stra-
tegy confines itself to a national political
framework which, obviously, increases the
risk of a nationalist slide. The second current
develops internationalist and socialist propa-
ganda, and acts in solidarity with struggles
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elsewhere in Europe. This kind of abstract
internationalism does not offer a political res-
ponse to the crisis of the EU.

Attitudes like these cannot lead to the
elaboration of a clear strategy and prog-
ramme for confronting the EU, not to a sus-
tained effort to build the labour and social
movement at the European level. But a real
opposition to the EU must exist at a double
level: the social movement, and the state.

Building an active social movement...

The balance of forces will be trans-
formed through the struggle of the labour and
social movement, the mobilisation of public
opinion, and the activity of civil society.

This political and social dynamic is still
above all at the national level. But, since the
EU is the co-ordination centre of neo-liberal
policies, these dynamics also, spontaneously,
enter into collision with the EU. The Euro-
pean dimension appears, in solidarity, in
demands, in types of action and forms of
organisation. Way behind the governments
and the dominant classes, the social move-
ment, in all its sectors, is beginning to
establish itself at the European level.

We are at the stage of building an active,
combative trade union movement. The Euro-
pean Trade Union Confederation is not a real
union, but an empty shell, which the national
trade union bureaucracies use as a “‘pressure
group” on the European Commission and the
Council of Ministers.

A more positive evolution can’t be ruled
out, particularly if the EU continues with its
neo-liberal policies. This shéuld lead to
rebellion not only by the rank-and-file, but by
sectors (enterprises, industries, regions) of
the trade union movement, which will be
pushed, by their worries and concerns,
towards initiatives at the European level. The
formation of (powerless) European enterprise
committees in a series of multi-nationals has
had one positive consequence: enabling mili-
tants to establish horizontal links between the
delegations representing the workforce from
different national operations of the
multinational.

Apart from the labour movement, the
social movements have less weight in the
balance of forces, but more active links, and
more, and more energetic initiatives. Com-
mon activity going beyond the national
boundaries should be encouraged, through
common campaigns and activities, and in
solidifying the links through common lists of
demands.

...at the European scale

One positive example is given by the
trade unions in the Renault group, which are
now demanding a collective bargaining
agreement covering all the group’s factories
and, eventually, the whole of Europe’s auto
industry. In other sectors (notably the printing
industry), trade unions have federated across
Europe on the basis of a common list of
demands. Railway workers have taken co-
ordinated industrial action. Gradually, a com-
mon core of minimum demands is being
established for the entire EU, including a
minimum guaranteed wage, minimum social
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protection systems, valid across the EU,
maximum working hours, and standardised
norms for safety and hygiene.

National crises, international solutions

This first aspect of a European strategy is
insufficient: we also need a political perspec-
tive concerning the EU as such. This per-
spective can take different forms, depending
on the situation and history of the member-
states.

In some countries, particularly in
Northern Europe, adhesion to the EU is only
recent, and identification with the EU is still
weak. The main opposition to integration is
from the left. The economy is less integrated
into the EU than among the core countries,
and the EU norms which are being imposed
often represent significant worsening of the
social, ecological and democratic situation..
In these conditions, the fight to withdraw
from the EU will weaken the EU. But this
struggle also requires a clearly internation-
alist, left programme.

In the heart of the EU, where the
economies are particularly integrated, the
mass of workers understand that there is no
sense in confronting the EU, unless one pro-
poses social and economic alternatives
which are also ‘European.” In these
countries, the demand of withdrawl from the
EU in defence of national sovereignty is
above all supported by the right and the far
right.

Where does power lie?

In any case, a radical re-orientation of the
economy and society requires another
government, another political power. For the
last 150 years, this approach has been clear
and effective at the national level. Today that
is no longer true, for three reasons.

* Political power is elusive. It is no longer
entirely within the nation state, nor en-
tirely transferred to the EU. Indeed, all the
important decisions within the EU are
taken by the national governments.

* Economic power is now in the hands of
the multinationals. The financial markets
directly punish all dissidence in choice of
social and economic strategy at the
national level. The EU reflects and
reinforces this situation.

* No major problem (economic re-launch,
mastery over the financial markets,
ending unemployment, major infra-
structure projects, unbalanced develop-
ment, migratory flows, nuclear weapons,
main transport networks, social, econo-
mic and ecological problems) can be
solved at the national level. All demand
reinforced, even institutionalised co-
operation.

Most people realise this evolution quite
clearly, since they are confronted with it on a
daily basis, in the media, at work, and as
consumers. ..

But the practical result, is the growth of a
huge feeling of political powerlessness. The
workers movement is not, and will not be for
a long time, an efficient means for over-
coming these handicaps. Although it was

built with the blessing of social democracy
(the parties of the second international and
the national trade union bureaucracies), the
EU has resisted the transfer to the European
level of the assorted social rights and tactical
gains which the workers’ movement had
achieved at the national level, through a
century of hard struggles (for collective bar-
gaining, democratic and trade union rights,
the right to be informed, and have an inf-
luence on working conditions and the pro-
duction process, bodies of consultation and
participation at all levels of economic and
political life, access to legislative work
through the traditional parties, and the “pres-
sure-mobilisation-negotiation” tactic, which
was once quite efficient, but which, under the
EU, has become obsolete.

We should draw a strategic conclusion:
the political ruptyre will probably take place
in one EU country first, even though the
solution to the crisis will be at the level of the
EU.

What kind of rupture?

In the short term, we cannot count on the
traditional labour movement (which does not
exist at the European level) to organise a
struggle for the major social demands, and
confront the EU. Nor can we expect a revolu-
tionary confrontation in one country, which
will spread rapidly to several other EU
countries. A more realistic hypothesis is that
a political crisis in one country will shake or
overturn the government there, either
because of a strong, massive social move-
ment, or by parliamentary or presidential
elections which lead to a strong social mobi-
lisation. The echo of such a mobilisation will
be heard beyond the frontiers of the country.

Such a breakthrough at the national level
will immediately be confronted with the neo-
liberal policies, the rules and institutions of
the EU (Maastricht criteria, stability pact, and
independence of the European bank.

A crisis like this will almost automati-
cally shift to the EU level. Since the EU is
run by “intergovernmentalism,” it will be the
European Council (of Ministers) which will
ensure that a government which threatens, or
is forced, to break ranks will continue to res-
pect the Treaties. This means all of Europe
will be concerned: the EU institutions, each
national government, the dominant and
working classes, and all the social and
political movements. Depending on the force
of the movement, a political-institutional
crisis of the EU may develop. 1t will be
necessary at this point to present an interna-
tionalist, anti-capitalist response which is
adequate to the situation. A proposal for a
social Europe, which radically changes the
priorities, and, to this effect, takes all the
necessary political and economic measures.

What would a social government, a real
left government do at such a moment? First
of all, it would reverse neo-liberal priorities,
and put social policies at the centre of its
work. It would invite all of Europe to join
with it. It would immediately, at the national
level, take a series of concrete measures in
favour of the workers, women, young people,
immigrants, and the most disadvantaged



among them. These measure would cover in-
comes, housing, health care, education, social
infrastructure, and public transport. Such a
government would propose these policies to
the people of Europe, over the heads of their
government, as an alternative for Europe as
well as for each member-state. Obviously,
the economic and political policies of such a
government would be closely linked to a
political strategy aimed at provoking and
amplifying social mobilisations across
Europe.

The key to this programme would be the
real desire to eliminate unemployment,
through a plan based on the radical reduction
of the working week, without loss of pay, in
the framework of a reorganisation of an eco-
nomy which would be re-launched into
growth. To do this, such a government would
take control of monetary policy, and put it to
the service of its social objectives. This
would mean non-respect of the single con-
vergence criteria and the stability pact, and
ending the independence of the national or
central bank.

This government would make three
proposals to the other peoples of Europe:

» the extension of these new policies to the
other countries, to begin the construction
of a Europe of social rights.

« challenging the free circulation of specu-
lative capital. Best of all would be an
agreement with the USA and Japan on the
taxation of speculative transactions. But
Europe could decide to implement such a
tax on its own, since the EU has a strong,
relatively autonomous economy.

« ending the implementation of conver-
gence towards a single currency, and pro-
posing the creation of a zone of monetary
stability, based on quite different criteria
of economic and social convergence.

This different Europe would be a conti-
nental space, harmonised on the basis of a
model of growth based on the satisfaction of
the social needs of the society, full employ-
ment, respect for the environment, and inter-
national co-operation.

The people should decide

Throwing the EU into crisis and advan-
cing towards a social Europe implies re-defi-
ning the relationship between the member
states. This requires a democratic approach,
respecting the self-determination of each
people, breaking with the despotism of the
EU. Tt is not the governments, but the popu-
lations which have the right to decide how
they wish to live together. This is not just a
question of deciding what degree of supra-
nationality people want: federalism, confede-
ralism, or simple inter-state co-operation. Nor
in what institutional form this political power
will be expressed: what type of body and
election, whether there should be a common
parliament, if so what powers should it have,
which powers should remain in the orbit of
the national administrations, transparency,
control functions, and so on. It is also about
agreeing the basic principles which any
society must have: what property regime
(private and social), what fundamental social

rights, what relationship between man and
women, what labour code, what democratic
liberties, what central state bodies, what
rights should employers and employees have
within the workplace, what links with the
outside world, and so on.

In this field, like in the socio-economic
field. a left government would implement the
appropriate tactics to mobilise maximum
popular support and mobilisation across
Europe, so as to widen the breach as far as
possible. Whether or not to re-negotiate the
existing treaties, whether to proceed slowly
or quickly, whether to denounce the status
quo in the EU or manoeuvre, these are purely
tactical questions.

The approach must be clearly and deeply
democratic. It is for the peoples of Europe to
decide, and to approve, together, a consti-
tution which will define their co-operation.
Such a government could propose a congress
of the peoples of Europe, elected by univer-
sal suffrage in each country, which would

discuss one or several draft constitutions,
which would then be submitted to the vote in
each country.

This kind of radical democratic approach
would also be appropriate if a political crisis
developed in the EU, even without a working
class offensive, such as could occur during a
crisis over monetary union, or if one country
rejected the treaty in a referendum.

Breaking with capitalism

The dominant classes will not hesitate to
react to any challenge to the EU and, above
all, to any attempt to create a real sociul
Europe which would threaten their interests.
This may result in a trial of force: economic
sabotage, financial sabotage, political boycott
and external intimidation.

A left wing government, supported by
mobilisations within the country and outside
its frontiers, would reply to this provocation,
and go forward in its struggle against
Capital. %

Undermining Fortress Europe

On July 19-26, revolutionary
groups from 15 countries will
organise the 14" European youth
camp in solidarity with the Fourth
Intfernational.

This year’s camp focuses on the
European intfegration process
governed by the Maastricht and
Schengen accords. The
development of the "bosses and
cops Europe” involves the loofing
of the public sector, privatisation of
universities, attacks on women'’s
rights, restricting entry across
Europe’s external frontiers, massive
waves of redundancies, and the
replacement of full fime jobs with
part time and precarious
contracts.

Aftacks on wage-earners, young
people, women and immigrants
are the same in all countries of
Europe. And in most countries we
can see the development of similar
struggles: o defend the public
sector, women's rights, and justice
for immigrants. This camp is an
occasion to share our experiences
of these struggles. to co-ordinate
our activities, and tfo come
together in opposition to the
bosses and cops Europe of Maas-
tricht and Schengen. This camp is
about preparing the social and
political movements which are the
only way to impose another kind of
Europe: open, social, ecological
and democratic.

This year’s camp is hosted by the
French group JCR-RED in the
Haute-Loire region, near the
Mediterranean coast. Over 600
young people from all parts of
Europe will come together to ex-
change their experiences, discuss

the social and political struggles in
their countries, and to identify the
possibilities for co-ordinated
international struggle against the
capitalist system.

We will share our experiences of
the struggle against the Debré
immigration laws in France, the
infernational protest of Renault
workers against the closure of the
Vilvorde plant, the recent mobili-
sation of university students in
Portfugal and high school students
in Luxemburg, anti-fascist activities,
opposition to nuclear power.

We will discuss the European
marches against unemployment,
exclusion and precarity, in which
participants from all countries will
have participated.

We will also discuss European soli-
darity with those fighting the
imperialist system elsewhere,
particularly the Zapatista revolt in
Chiapas.

As well as our current struggles,
we will also discuss our project for a
better society, the need to be a
revolutionary foday, and how to
organise so as to bring about the
changes we want.

But this camp is more than all
that. For one short week, we will try
to unite leisure, politics, and
celebration. Af this event, doing
politics is also experimenting with a
new way of life. Trying fo put our
ideas into practice.

Register now, for Europe’s largest
international revolutionary festivall
Contact your International
Viewpoint seller, or write fo any of
the addresses on page 36
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For a social Europe

There are more than 18 million
unemployed people in the Euro-
pean Union, even according to
official statistics. The average un-
employment rate is 11% (13% for
women and 9% for men), and 50
million people live in poverty.

This terrible situation is the balance sheet
of more than a decade of neo-liberal pro-
mises. The common market has not created
the jobs that were promised, and it is difficult
to see why the single currency would do any
better. When charted, the rise of the unemp-
loyment rate looks like a staircase rising
sharply with no place to catch one’s breath.

The only exception was the second half
of the 1980s, a recovery whose gains were
quickly erased. Six million jobs were des-
troyed between 1991 and 1994. What’s more,
official figures have to be adjusted upwards
to account for “discouraged” workers and
those seeking full-time work but forced to
take part-time jobs.

The worst thing is that those countries
that had best managed to protect themselves
from unemployment are now “catching up”
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to the European average. “Bad” capitalism is
elbowing out the “better” variants. The most
significant example is Germany, where there
are more than 4.6 million unemployed today.
Before re-unification, the unemployment rate
in West Germany was 4-5%. Today it stands
at 9% in former West Germany and 15% in
former East Germany. The leap in unemp-
loyment is particularly marked in the Scandi-
navian countries that recently joined the
European Union: in Finland, the unemploy-
ment rate jumped from 3.4% in 1990 to
18.4% in 1994; in Sweden it went from 1.8%
t0 9.8% during the same period.

Flexibility

The rise in unemployment is intertwined
with the generalisation of job insecurity and
growing flexibility that have led to a substan-
tial gutting of the right to work. Unemploy-
ment exerts tremendous pressure on the

status of workers, whether employed or not.
In all countries individual forms of emp-
loyment are on the rise: independent work in
Britain, homework and the informal sector.
On the most insecure end of the scale, work
in the informal sector often involves immi-
grant workers with neither residence or work
permits (particularly in Italy and Spain).
Labour legislation has been
. overhauled, making all manner
¢ of “atypical” work contracts the
" norm, especially temporary work
contracts. As a result, temporary

> work is on the rise throughout

the EU. Spain holds the record;
in 1994, one in three jobs was
temporary. This type of employ-
ment now accounts for a large
majority of new jobs created in
all EU countries. This is not a
transitory phenomenon, but a
process aimed at making the
entire labour market just as
flexible as these new contracts.
Most European countries
have implemented employment
policies aimed at preserving or
creating specific jobs for “targeted”
sectors of the population, such as un-
skilled young people and the long-
term unemployed. These “assisted”

job categories put pressure on

e

standard employment categories,
and create a second-class status
for young workers.

Labour legislation has been
gradually reduced to an empty
shell. Limits on workforce
reduction have been eased, using the
absurd argument that this will help

companies hire workers. As the flexible
work week has recently become the main
demand of many employers, the legal defi-
nition of the length of the work week has
been watered down. Now, hours are increas-

ingly counted on a yearly basis and part-time
work has been deregulated. Restructuring has
led to a reduction of average company size
and a generalisation of contracting out. A
growing proportion of workers work in small
companies, where it is more difficult for
them to ensure their rights are upheld.
Labour laws make it difficult for workers in
small companies to get the appropriate
representation.

Growing insecurity also affects wages,
through the erosion of minimum wage and
social standards, and the elimination of
mechanisms such as salary indexing. The
two-fold attack on the public sector and
social security accelerate the overall decline
in living conditions. Unemployment insur-
ance programmes are themselves being
eroded, with cuts being made to the duration
and amount of benefits. All these factors
taken together create discrimination on a
number of levels.

Women and young people first

Youth unemployment adds dispropor-
tionately to the average rate of unemploy-
ment; one in four young people in the EU is
currently unemployed.

Women account for 40% of the European
workforce, but 48% of the unemployed. The
rate of employment among women is rising
faster — or, at least, dropping less quickly —
than that of men. The rate of workforce
participation for women aged 25-49 rose
from 39% in 1970 to 69% in 1993. This
rising tendency continues, but it is now char-
acterised by an increase in part-time work,
and a concentration of women workers in a
few areas of the service sector and low-wage
positions.

One in three women in the EU holds a
part-time job, but this figure is 67% in Hol-
land, 44% in Britain and 36% in Denmark.
This increase in part-time employment is ac-
companied by a heightened segregation of
women, who are forced to take part-time
work, and kept on the lowest rungs of the
hierarchy.

The classic argument that part-time work
allows for greater compatibility between a
woman'’s professional and family life, does
not stand up to an examination of what is
actually occurring. The work day and work
week constantly change, and women are
expected to work irregular hours including
weekends. It is rather difficult to argue that
this is the result of a woman’s “free choice”.

More to come

Armed with a neo-liberal analysis of the
crisis, the EU’s institutions are in favour of
going even further in the same direction. “As
far as the length and organisation of work are
concerned, there is above all a need to ex-
pand the flexibility of work time. A manda-
tory. generalised and massive reduction of



the work week would not be the appropriate
solution.” Neo-liberal thinkers promote the
idea of growth “rich in job creation”
achieved by the expansion of “variable”
(Jacques Delors) and “differentiated” (French
employers) work. They counterpoise this to
any “top-down restrictive measures aimed at
introducing a shorter work week through
legislation.” The goal, therefore, is to further
increase job insecurity, especially part-time
work for women.

Wages have to rise more slowly than pro-
ductivity in order to re-establish profit levels.
Social spending has to be reduced in order to
balance state budgets. As for the unemp-
loyed, there is a need to “eliminate anything
that might prevent a welfare recipient from
accepting a job, and monitor more closely the
recipient’s desire and ability to take a job.”

All signs point in this direction,
especially the “stability pact” recently signed
by EU members.

The Europe of the Maastricht Treaty is
by its very nature an anti-social Europe. And
s0, to propose “social” amendments to
Maastricht is therefore wrongheaded and
ignores the basic logic behind the treaty.

Even defending basic goals such as a
minimum right to work, quality social
programmes and social housing, involves
head-on confrontation with the current
designs of the bourgeoisie.

The working class movement needs a
Europe-wide plan for struggle, which
responds in a co-ordinated manner to policies
which are themselves highly co-ordinated on
a Europe-wide level. To the criteria laid
down by the employers, workers must spell
out their own. Beginning with the struggle
against unemployment.

35 hours (or less)!

The key component of such a struggle is
the massive and co-ordinated reduction of the
work week on a European level. An imme-
diate decrease of about 10% of the work
week could create an equivalent proportion
of jobs. But only if it is accompanied by
clauses like those proposed by social move-
ments in all the countries: no loss of salary,
no intensification of work, no generalisation
of irregular work schedules. This in turn
requires that workers oversee the organi-
sation of the work process and ensure that
new workers are indeed hired.

A generalised reduction of the work
week is clearly the main answer to the rise in
unemployment, for a very simple reason: it is
the only rational way to use the gains in pro-
ductivity and to share them equitably bet-
ween working people, within and between
countries.

It is the best way to counteract the dif-
ferent forms of exclusion and discrimination
which are running rampant. It provides for a
co-operative solution to the unemployment

problem in Europe, in opposition to the neo-
liberal approach which essentially amounts
to exporting unemployment to neighbouring
countries.

This approach in no way contradicts the
goal of economic efficiency. If carried out in
a co-ordinated fashion on a pan-European
level, the effects on the relative competitive-
ness of EU partners would be neutralised —
especially since EU members largely trade
amongst themselves.

The idea of co-ordinated, restrictive
legislation — a European framework law for
a 35-hour work week — could be the starting
point for a co-ordinated, generalised reduc-
tion to a 30-hour work week. The right of
women to work — against the marginalising
reduction of the work week represented by
mandatory part-time jobs — must be a cor-
nerstone of this struggle. Any campaign must
fight the increase in part-time work.

An economic recovery package

The reduction of the work week has to be
part of an economic recovery package aimed
at fulfilling social needs.

Urban renewal, for example, would
involve programmes that give a boost to
employment. It must be a non-productivist
recovery that seeks to meet elementary
needs, to improve living conditions, and not
to boost private consumption per se nor to
build new highways.

Jobs created in the public sector: health
and education, for example, should be decen-
tralised, principally to the municipal and
local levels. These jobs, however, should not
be part of a subsidised second-class sector
where workers do not enjoy the same rights
and benefits as elsewhere.

Deregulation must be rolled back. The
rights of working people should be firmly en-
trenched in a European system of minimum
wage standards, guaranteed income and
sectoral collective agreements.

The same harmonisation should be ap-
plied to social security — for example,
through the creation of a European fund
derived from the income of companies,
aimed at levelling social programmes upward
throughout the EU.

In the same way, public sector services
should be harmonised. This applies to the
postal system, telecommunications, transport,
and so forth — all just as important as a
single currency.

Where would the money come from?

All these projects raise the question of
financing, although the term isn’t really ap-
propriate since we are dealing in part with a
reallocation of already existing funds, and
catch-up measures aimed at reducing inequa-
lities which successive governments allowed
to accumulate over the last decade.

While the situation varies from country

to country, financing must come from four
main sources.
* Funds for unemployment insurance can
be reallocated to ensure hiring takes place.
* New wealth would be created as a result
of the resulting economic recovery and the
jobs added to the public sector.
« Financial earnings and super-profits
would be directly taxed. These funds could
be returned to companies that hire, and
would also serve to put pressure on
companies and redistribute resources
between sectors and regions.
» A special tax would be levied on the
assets of wealthy families in order to mop
up quickly public debts accumulated as a
result of the drop in taxes on capital gains.

Such a programme is obviously not com-
patible with the free movement of capital. We
cannot let employers decide the future of
working people by exerting downward
pressure on their working and living condi-
tions. The freedom of capital movement —
like all genuine freedoms — must be regu-
lated so that it no longer means the right to
impoverish people and to create social in-
security.

This regulation can be achieved by
placing a tax on financial transactions.
Speculators make their profits by playing on
minute differences in interest rates, and so a
small tax would be highly dissuasive. Of
course, such regulation can only be effective
if it is applied and co-ordinated throughout
the EU. For this reason, individual countries
have to prepare to implement very strict
measures of control and retribution.

Then there is the question of the single
currency. It should go without saying that
such a currency is a tool, created as a means
to specific ends.

Devaluation or an exit from the European
Monetary System are not goals in
themselves, but rather steps to be taken if a
country feels they are essential for con-
fronting competition on a level playing field.
The establishment of a single currency is not
an end in itself, but rather the finishing touch
to a much broader endeavour. %
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Women in the European Union

The persistence of mequallty

The current profound restruc-
turing of European capitalism
includes a widespread attack on a
woman’s right to work. One of the
primary elements of this attack is
the spread of part-time work.

However, when one looks closely at the
situation of wage workers and more
generally at the status of women in each
country, it is clear that the structural effects of
part-time work have varied greatly in their
impact on the social regulation of women.
There is a general trend towards restricting
women’s right to work, but the tactical angles
of attack taken by the different national bour-
geoisies have often differed.

Since the beginning of the recent phase
of restructuring, and especially since the
middle of the 1980s, the position of women
in the job market has deteriorated at an acce-
lerating pace. This deterioration flows from
the worsening situation of wage workers in
general under the twin blows of austerity
policies and deregulation. But the attack on
women workers has been greater, because of
the general discrimination women’ still face.

Throughout Europe, a gap of around
30% still yawns between men’s and women'’s
wages, and the general erosion of buying
power has been felt particularly by women,
who tend to have the worst paying jobs.

At the beginning of the 1990s, women’s
level of unemployment was higher than
men’s everywhere except in Britain. In
Sweden the difference has been negligible.
But in other European countries, women are
two or three times as likely to become un-
employed as men. The same general picture
is true when one looks at the plight of young
women. Spain holds the scandalous “record,”
with 42.1% unemployment among young
women.

In general women are unemployed
longer than men. Though here there are three
exceptions:

* countries which have low levels of un-
employment and a high level of women in
the workforce, like Denmark or Sweden.

» countries which have a very high level
of unemployment, and where it is difficult
to find another job quickly, like Ireland, or
Britain.

= countries where there is a low official
level of unemployment but also a smaller
proportion of women active in the work-
force, like the former Federal Republic of
Germany or the Netherlands.

In these cases, the lower difference bet-
ween male and female unemployment levels
is probably due to women’s withdrawl
(retreat) from the labour market. Women in
these countries become what the OECD
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(Organisation for Economic Development
and Development) euphemistically calls
“discouraged job-seekers” In some countries,
married women with children are not even
considered unemployed. In Ireland, these

women receive less than the full

unemployment benefit.

Unorganised resistance

Nonetheless, throughout the *80s and
‘90s, there has been a steady growth in
women'’s participation in the workforce, con-
tinuing and in some countries accelerating a
trend which began in the 1970s. Despite the
crisis, despite unemployment and despite
government pressure, women continue to go
out to work. This suggests that even in the
absence of a visible struggle around this
issue or a specific campaign by trade unions
on woman'’s right to work, there is still
strong, mass, resistance, however unorga-
nised, to any attempt to roll back this hard-
won right.

Earnings differentials between women
and men persist (and in some countries are
widening) despite a series of European
directives and legislation. This is in part
because these laws are not restrictive enough
to affect employers, and partly because effec-
tive control mechanisms do not exist. Gaps
also persist because men and women only
rarely hold the same jobs. Often, we don'’t
even work in the same sectors.

Since the early 1980s, there has been a
general structural shift, with jobs being dis-
placed from industry into the tertiary, or
service sector. This re-distribution of paid
work has had contradictory consequences for
women’s employment. On the one hand., it
has been “positive” in the sense that, because
of the sexual segregation of the job market,
the level of unemployment among women

‘Women at work

The percentage of women who work has
increased in all parts of Western Europe

1980 1988 1995
Belgium 47 51 52
Britain 58 64 76
Denmark 71 78 75
France 54 57 61
Germany 20 54 60
Greece 33 42 45
Holland 36 44 59
Ireland 36 38 48
Italy 40 44 43
| Portugal 57 59 61
Spain 32 39 46 |
Sweden 74 80 78

Women aged 15-64. German figures are for former
West Germany. The 1995 figure for Germany shows
the situation five years after re-unification.

has risen more slowly than among men. This
has been particularly the case in Britain, the
European country where the trend towards
de-industrialisation and the growth of the
service sector has been strongest. In Britain
the gap between female and male unemploy-
ment is the inverse of the situation in other
European countries. On the other hand, the
struggle of women workers at Moulinex in
France illustrates quite clearly that women
industrial workers have not been spared from
the effect on jobs of the relative decline of the
sector.

Globalisation has also had vicious effects
on working women. Capital’s continuing
search for lower labour costs in Third World
countries only explains a small part of the
increase in European unemployment. But
these “mobile™ jobs are usually concentrated
in so-called “traditional” industries, like



textiles and electrical appliances. These
sectors are labour intensive, rather than
depending on sophisticated technologies.
They are often organised along strict
“Taylorist” lines. Workers are invariably
poorly paid, unskilled, and exposed to
wretched working conditions.

In other words, women lose at both ends
of globalisation; in Europe they lose their
jobs, and in Asia and Latin America they get
jobs, but only under draconian conditions of
super-exploitation. What’s more, the new
jobs created in the “service sector”, particu-
larly in sales, have jerry-built a ghetto of
underpaid, insecure, part-time “female” jobs.
Britain is the extreme case, but France is not
far behind, at least in its chain stores and
supermarkets.

Part-time work...

In many countries the only area of net
growth in job creation in many years has
been in part-time jobs.

Although part-time work has been a
recognisable phenomenon for more than
fifteen years, it has lately begun to spread
almost everywhere, including in countries
like Greece, where formal part-time contracts
were until recently rare. This expansion has
been encouraged by government policy
initiatives.

There is great disparity across Europe. In
southern Europe, Luxembourg and Finland,
part-time work represented less than 10 % of
all employment in 1995. At the other end of
the spectrum, more than 20% of all jobs in
Scandinavia, Switzerland, Britain and the
Netherlands are part time. France, Belgium,
and Germany are in between, with around
15% of jobs being part-time.

...a sign of modernity?

Everywhere, however, part-time work is
overwhelmingly female. Fully 85% of part
time workers in Germany, Belgium and
Luxembourg are women, as are 80% of part-
timer staff in France, Norway, Switzerland,
and Britain. One analysis popular in ruling
circles presents part-time work as a necessary
criteria of “modernity:” a statistical classifi-
cation which allows the neat partitioning of
Europe between these northern countries
where the levels of women’s employment are
very high but with a strong tendency towards
part-time work, and southern European coun-
tries (Spain, Portugal, Greece, Italy and, to
some extent Ireland, where the involvement
of women in the workforce is low, often
because of their role in the family, and part-
time work is poorly developed.

Other “experts distinguish between an
industrially dominated “Rhine™ capitalism,
defined, as in Germany, by a low level of
female participation in the workforce, and an
“Anglo-Saxon” capitalism, where the relative
de-industrialisation and development of the
service sector has as its corollary the op-
posite: a high level of female participation!

Reading the official reports today, you
get the impression that putting numbers on
part-time work is practically an implicit
extension of the EU convergence criteria!

This type of employment offers bosses

and governments a number of short and long
term advantages. The relative weight of these
benefits may vary depending on the country,
and on the concrete forms which part-time
work has taken, but what is common about
part-time work is that it represents a virtual
guarantee that women will never be workers
like “everyone else” (men). Women will
always have one foot out the door, and one in
the kitchen.

Of course, a massive wave of women
returning to the home, that eternal dream of
the right and the far right, is an impossibility
from the strict point of view of a rational
capitalist, in the same way that the dream of
sending immigrant workers back to “their”
country is impossible. What employers need
is exactly what these groups today provide:
manual labourers made vulnerable by the
very conditions (both legal and social) which
allow them to work. Workers whose qualifi-
cations can be ignored and who can be paid
less, precisely because of who they are.

This is what employers get with the ad-
ministrative harassment of immigrant
workers; and this is what they get with the
latent indictment of women in the conserva-
tive discourse on the family and women’s
“natural role”. A discourse which still reso-
nates for a large number of women, faced
with the daily reality of a double workload:
on the job, and at home. In this regard, part-
time work is plausibly presented as the ideal
reconciliation between paid work and family
duties.

The same old story

In capitalist Europe, women are still
considered only in terms of their function
within the family. Thus, wherever part-time
work takes root, it is inevitably accompanied
by measures which bring into question
women’s economic autonomy. In Belgium, a
“partner” (invariably the woman) gets only
half the regular unemployment benefit. In
France, the allowance for parents (mothers)
who choose to stay at home with young
children is being extended to the second
child, and there is a campaign to create a
“parental salary for free choice”; in former
East Germany, the right to full time employ-
ment is being abolished, to conform with the
model in Western Germany. The Netherlands
is the model: combining of low female parti-
cipation in the workforce, and a high rate of
part-time employment for those who do.

Part-time work must therefore be
understood as part and parcel of “family”
policies: a method of managing the potential
contradictions between taking advantage of
women’s manual labour and the justification
of women’s role in the social reproduction of
the labour force, in the best interests of
capital.

The expansion of part-time work leads to
an increasing tendency to “manage the male
and female work-forces differently”. The
“soft” version is clear in northern European
countries where there has been a certain
social liberalism, where women have long
had access to abortion and where the defini-
tion of a family has become more flexible,
with acceptance of divorce, of living toget-

her, and of children born outside of marriage.
You see the “hard” version further south,
where anti-abortion forces are gaining
ground, governments are establishing aggres-
sively restrictive family policies and
“norms”, and the partisans of a public “Moral
Order” refuse to accept the evolution of
family types towards the “northern” model.
Britain’s last Conservative government laun-
ched a hypocritical “back to basics” cam-
paign, and continued to scapegoat single
mothers. In France, economic policies and
social benefits unashamedly favour married
couples, and large families.

=

Transformation
and regroupment

The collapse of Stalinism and the cont-
inuing capitalist crisis has contradictory
effects. Myths and illusions connected to
the restoration of capitalism in the post-
Stalinist societies have dissipated, faced
with the actually existing market economy.
But reactions to the socio-economic crisis
all too often take the form of reactionary
tendencies of an ethnic, nationalist, racial
or religious character. Hence the urgent
need to rebuild a world-wide movement of
anti-capitalist struggle, taking account of
the recomposition of the workers' move-
ment which is underway as a result of the
double failure of social democracy and
Stalinism.

Regroupments of forces determined to
learn the lessons of the historical
abomination that was Stalinism and to
continue, against the winds and the tides,
to fight against capitalism are being
realised in a number of countries.

In all the countries where such pos-
sibilities exist, the organisations of the
Fourth International are ready to be part
of the re-groupment process. We consider
this as an important step towards the
recomposition of the anti-capitalist left on
a world scale. At the international level,
the Fourth International is an active
participant in re-groupment, bringing with
it the advantages of a long tradition of
combat against capitalism and Stalinism.
*
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Maximum flexibility

The struggle against part-time work must
also take into account the major role it plays
in strategies for deregulating the labour
market. Part-time work, which has never
been a “social demand” on the part of
women, or a better way for them to enter the
work world, is something which women en-
dure rather than choose. It meshes well with
the general strategies adopted by companies
desiring to adapt better to market fluctuations
and minimise their labour costs.

Part-time work is central to the extension
of labour flexibility, and to the employers’
dismantling of earlier expectations of a
normal, full-time job, with relative security,
inherited from the post-war economic boom.

Thus, part-time work is often bound up
with other elements of job insecurity:
temporary work, subcontracting, and fixed-
term contracts; and why it often involves
irregular schedules at the discretion of the
employer, especially in chain stores and
supermarkets.

This is why the majority of part-time jobs
are unskilled, with potential neither for
training nor promotion; and why part-time
status 1s not only imposed on workers as the
only alternative to total unemployment, but
often trreversible: a return to full-time work
is almost impossible.

This type of part-ime work is dominant
in France, in Belgium, and especially in
Britain, which is in the forefront of labour
market shifts. It is in these countries, in fact,
that jobs last the shortest amount of time, and
that below a certain level, any vestige of
equal treatment (prorated pay or bonuses.
guarantees) disappear.

While the level of women’s employment
in Britain is relatively high, the socially ap-
proved norm is a two-income household
where the man brings home the primary
paycheque and the woman works a few
hours a week to make up the rest, since she is
entirely responsible for childcare in the
absence of affordable alternatives.

It should be noted that even if in this case
we are talking about a sort of “savage” part-
time work, left totally to the discretion of the
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20% Discount on orders of four or
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employer. The Conservative government
nonetheless offered financial incentives to the
introduction of this type of work.

A new model

Official reports have begun to stigmatise
this type of part-time work, judging it discri-
minatory, and discouraging. The analysis is
the following: part-time work should no
longer be considered underemployment, or a
cut-price job, but should, on the contrary, be
regulated and benefit from all of the guaran-
tees of a full-time job. Part-time status should
be voluntary, with equal treatment, and
access to training and promotion.

This was the gist of the general accords
which have just been signed between the
European Confederation of Trade Unions,
the European Community Industrial Union,
and the European Centre for Public Sector
Enterprises. These recommendations include
eliminating discrimination suffered by part-
time workers, and identifying and reducing
the obstacles which limit companies ability
to increase part-time work.

The long-term goal is that part-time work
should be “normalised,” regulated and
governed by regulations and guarantees, as it
is already in Sweden or in the public sector in
France. As a result, it is hoped, part-time
work will become acceptable, perhaps even
desirable, for a majority of workers.

A false choice

In fact, even under these conditions, the
expansion of part-time work for women still
rests on a false ideology of “choice”. Accep-
ting part-time work as a “choice” means deli-
berately obscuring the real conditions of
working women: the lack of any real male
participation in household labour, insufficient
or non-existent childcare alternatives, a lack
of time, and pathetic jobs, most of which are
unskilled and poorly paid.

All of which comes back to the still
dominant idea that paid work for women is
only subsidiary and temporary, and that
women’s salary is a complementary “extra”
in the family budget.

The extension of part-time work is a way
for employers and governments to avoid
being forced to shorten the length of the
work day for all, which would entail redistri-
buting profits and re-organising social life.

Increases in productivity and Europe’s
continued weak economic growth mean that
fewer hour of work are necessary. And these
hours of paid labour are being distributed
among the working population in a harsh and
regressive manner, through mass unemploy-
ment and the imposition of part-time work.

The central struggle in Europe today is
the struggle around defining what work
should be: defending the idea that people’s
desire to work less and live better must not
be “settled” at the individual level, by factors
like poverty, insecurity and discrimination.

This struggle, which is also a struggle of
ideas within the trade union movement, is
taking the form of a struggle for the 35 hour,
or maybe even 32 hour week, throughout
Europe, immediately, and without any loss in
salary. %

Tax policy is an important lever for
transferring wealth from the
working class to capital, particu-
larly finance capital. In this grand
strateqy, it is an essential counter-
part to other ‘levers,’ like public
debt policy and toleration of mass
unemployment.

The implicit average rate of tax' for
workers in Europe has grown steadily, from
34% in 1980 to 40.5% in 1994. Taxes on
self-employed workers, and other factors of
production, like capital, energy, and natural
resources fell from 44.1 percent to 35.2
percent. Between 1980 and 1994, taxation on
the interest from savings fell by 10%.

The EU is not a powerless observer of
this transfer of wealth, but an active partici-
pant. The EU has created the framework at
the heart of which this injustice can prosper.
It has done so consciously, cynically and
deliberately. So it is not by strengthening the
EU that we can expect a reversal of the
process under way.

Free circulation of capital and tax
There is very great diversity of fiscal
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regimes across Europe, particularly concer-
ning the taxation of savings. Luxemburg and
Germany have no specific regulations en-
suring that the interest paid to EU residents is
identifiable for tax purposes. Others, such as
Denmark, the Netherlands and, in most
cases, France have a “reporting system,”
under which banks must inform the Treasury
of interest payments on capital. Belgium,
Spain, Italy, Ireland, Britain and, in certain
cases, France) prefer to tax revenue from
capital (interest) at source.

The result of this diversity is that, ever
since the free circulation of capital became
effective on 1 July 1990, there has been a
dramatic move away from local savings in
the core countries of the EU, and a compe-
titive avoidance of tax by capital.

Theoretically tax revenues from savings
are payable in the tax-payer’s country of resi-
dence, after an aggregation of all income,
whether originating inside the country or
elsewhere in the EU. In theory, then, taxation
of savings should occur independently of
where the capital is invested. In practice this
doesn’t happen, because most EU tax admi-
nistrations do not have the investigative
means to discover what happens to capital
owned by “their” residents. Consequently,
collecting tax on investments placed abroad

depends on the declaration of such revenue
by the tax-payer.

Since, at the same time, savings by non-
residents are tax free in a majority of EU
states, the free circulation of capital has
created a situation where income from the
mobility of capital can, perfectly easily evade
taxation.

Fiscal policy and Maastricht

The other jaw of the fiscal injustice trap
is the budgetary stabilisation prescribed by
Maastricht. The EU has created a framework
which allows capital to avoid tax. But at the
same time, it requires member states to
reduce debts and budget deficits. It is now
clear that the burden of stabilisation is being
transferred on to the working class — in the
form of reductions in expenditure (Social
Security etc) and through the introduction of
new methods of raising revenue (like Value
Added Tax).

This competitive avoidance of tax on the
revenues from investments has a number of
effects. To avoid the cessation of local invest-
ment by its residents each government is
introducing tax measures favourable to ‘its
own’ rich. It is in this context that we should
regard recent steps, such as the abolition of
the inheritance tax in Germany and its reduc-
tion in France. But these sort of measures
have been taken in the majority of countries
between 1989 and 19932

In every country the rate of tax on
inheritances is declining whilst their volume
is increasing and, at the same time, there is a
concentration in the hands of the richest,
especially the banks.

Fiscal competitiveness of firms

This competitive reduction in taxation
doesn’t just affect finance capital. Other capi-
talist sectors do not want to be left behind
and the EU is striving to give them satisfac-
tion. Take the question of “parent’ companies.
Previously a deduction (tax) at source was
made in the country of the subsidiary firm on
the dividends paid to the parent company in
another country. But the EU decided that this
was an intolerable “tax discrimination” since
there is no such deduction when both the
parent and subsidiary firms operate in the
same country.*

This logic of abolishing supposed “tax
discrimination” is still at play. The conse-
quence is a progressive lightening of taxes on
capital. For example, the Commission is
drafting a directive which will ensure that
losses run up by a subsidiary in an EU state
will be treated in the same way as if the sub-
sidiary were located in the same country as
the parent company. A group of companies
will, therefore, be able to locate its invest-
ments in a country where tax relief is most
appealing and then transfer them on paper to
one of the group’s enterprises in a country

1l injustice.

with less generous tax benefits, with the ad-
vantage that the loss thereby created will be
tax deductible.

Since the fiscal rules governing amorti-
zation and taxes on company profits vary al-
most as much as those on tax deductions to
investment income, the result can only be an
increase in competition between EU member
states, “bidding” against each other with
fiscal presents to attract investors. All, of
course, in the name of promoting employ-
ment.

From now on, official statistics on the
rate of tax on profits must be examined with
the greatest care, because, in every country,
governments have developed a wide range of
deductions and exceptions which reduce, or
even completely write off, taxes on profits.
As a result, very few people have an overall
view of these mechanisms in the different
countries any more.

A deliberate policy

Even the EU’s own specialists predicted
these perverse effects of the free circulation
of capital combined with criteria for
budgetary stabilisation.

On the decisive question of taxation on
savings the Commission proposed in 1988 a
common regime: a 15% tax on interest pay-
ments, to be deducted at source, and better
collaboration between the fiscal authorities of
the member states.” Nevertheless, eminent
tax experts have estimated right from the
start that these proposals will be inoperable
or, at the very least, completely insufficient.®

¢ A system of deduction at source cannot
be limited to affecting the tax interests of
the residents of one of the EU member
states: it must also apply to residents of a
third country.

* The exemption of Euro-obligations from
deduction at source risks making a
mockery of the idea of European fiscal
harmonisation. Instead, it will promote
Euro-obligations as a substitute for tra-
ditional bank deposits and government
bonds.

» Taxation on global income cannot be
installed without putting into question
Belgium’s system of taxing interest
payments at source, which entitles
depositors not to declare this interest as
part of their taxable income. This is
contrary to the principle of aggregation of
income, of taxation of people in relation to
their contributory liability;

» The deduction at source envisaged was
lower than the rate of taxation on interest
from savings practiced in the majority of
countries. In the context of free circulation
this proposal will lead to a lowering of the
rate of tax on income from investments.

The most important criticism concerns
the European Commission’s refusal to
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recommend to the member states the adop-
tion of the “Reporting System” — i.e. the
lifting of banking secrecy throughout the
whole of the EU. The Commission claimed
that such a move “would, in all probability,
run up against serious obstacles in those
member states which have a long tradition of
banking secrecy which, very often, receives
the full protection of the law™.

A blind eye

Not only did the EU take no account of
these predictions, but the proposed directives
were not even adopted: Britain and the
Luxembourg were opposed, in the name of
liberal economic principles, whilst the
Netherlands insisted on the generalized adop-
tion of the "Reporting System’. Despite this
setback and despite all the fine words about
the necessity for accompanying measures to
prevent the liberalisation of the movement of
capital provoking an explosion of fiscal
fraud, free circulation was set in motion on
the prescribed date.

In 1990 Germany unilaterally decided to
implement a levy of 10%, deducted at
source, on interest, but had to repeal this

measure a short time later because she was
confronted with organised sabotage by Big
Capital. After this episode the European
debate on “measures to accompany free cir-
culation” was frozen until 1993.

In 1992 the Ecofin Council was obliged
to concern itself with the scandal at the
Luxembourg-registered BCCI (Central Bank
of Commerce and Credit International),
which was revealed to be a focal point for the
laundering of drug money. This scandal
underlined the relevance of radical measures
such as the lifting of bank secrecy. But EU
Finance Ministers adopted a document
claiming, against the evidence, that “the
system consisting of control at the level of
the country in which are situated the regis-
tered offices and common surveillance insti-
tuted by Community legislation which has
been adopted in the last few years is a system
of fundamental value which requires no
important revision”. On the contrary, the
ministers still openly insist on “the necessity
for a solution favourable to the capitalist
market”.’

In the most recent period the Commis-
sion has begun to insist on the need to reduce
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the burden of taxation on employees. But this
is not in order to correct the fiscal imbalance
between labour and capital, since any discus-
sion about increasing the level of taxation on
capital is excluded. Instead, the objective is
the radical reduction of employer’s payments
for Social Security. In other words, the reduc-
tion of the cost of wages. As usual, the aim of
social regression is hidden in beautiful but
false words about the fight against
unemployment.

Our proposals

The radical left generally ignores the
fiscal aspects of our anti-capitalist alternative
to neo-liberalism. But this is an extremely
important chapter. The road to follow is not
that of fiscal harmonisation through the EU.
On the contrary, we have to challenge every
government to use its right of veto on these
matters. Moreover, we need to put forward
demands on taxation which form the bridge
between the question of public debt and that
of employment.

In this regard more attention needs to be
paid to an exceptional tax at a high rate on
the inheritance of the richest 10% of the
population, and businesses. The creation of a
fund to finance a generalised reduction in
work time in the public sector and small
enterprises (big firms can pay out of their
own pocket) is one of the possible uses for
these new budgetary measures.

Coupled with more ‘obvious’ demands,
such as the generalised lifting of banking and
insurance secrecy,’® the suppression of off-
shore tax havens linked to EU states and the
establishment in every country of a register
of large inheritances, radical fiscal demands
are capable of making concrete an important
aspect of any alternative policy which is
centred around the satisfaction of social
needs. *

Notes

1. The implicit average rate of tax is calculated by
dividing tax actually paid by the taxable base.
2.Taxation in the Eumpean Union, Report on the
Evelution of Tax Systems,” Commission of the
European Community, October 1996.

3, In Belgium,since 1980, the tax on interest has entitled
depomlors not to declare that interest as part of their
taxable income. The rate of taxation was reduced from
25% to 10% in January 1990 (it was raised to 13.39% in
1993-1994). In Denmark revenue from capital is exempt
from the surtax on incomes above 231,800 Danish
Krone. In France the rate of obligatory deductions has
been reduced from 26% to 15% for government bonds
and from 46% to 15% for other negotiable bonds and
bank deposits; a Belgian-style system has been
introduced for the benefit of capitalisation. In Italy too, a
Belgian system has been introduced. In Luxembourg and
the Netherlands tax free allowances have grown.

4. European Directive, 23 July 1990

5. COM (89) 60 final/3, 12 May 1989

6. These particular criticisms were formulated by Belgian
Professor Max Frank, former Inspector of Finances

7. Ecofin Communiqué a la presse, 27 July 1994

8. As demanded by the Geneva Appeal of magistrates.
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Public services for the common good

All industrialised countries are
facing a two-fold process of
deregulation and privatisation,
affecting both public services and
social security. The ultimate goal
of this offensive is to put public
sectors of economic and social
activity back into the market.

In health care, education, pensions, the
post office, telecommunications, transport,
water and energy, there is an overriding logic
demanding the “re-commodification” of the
goods and services involved.

This universal offensive is backed up by
international institutions. The latest World
Bank report on pensions is essentially a how-
to-do-it kit for private pension schemes, to be
used in the North, the South and the East.

The specifically European dimension is
that privatisation and social spending cuts are
being carried out in the name of the Maas-
tricht Treaty. Successive white papers have
laid down a programme for privatising post
offices, telecommunications and other sec-
tors. Resistance, however, has forced a reluc-
tant recognition of the notion of public ser-
vice, now referred to as “universal service.

In France, Belgium, and some other
countries, the defence of public services is a
popular touchstone for the working class
movement. But even here the bourgeoisie is
waging an aggressive ideological and
political offensive. They raise the question of
efficiency where public services function
poorly — the Italian postal service is a good
example. More recently they have raised
technological arguments (new products, new
demands). In the (nationalised or subsidised)
airline industry, they point to competition in a
globalised economy.

A two-tiered system

We must stress the dangers of privatisa-
tion. By abandoning a system of transfers
between regions and sectors, a two-tiered
system will be established. Profitable sectors
will have priority, while others receive the
basic minimum. Any truly European project
should do the opposite: expanding such
transfers in the interests of social equality and
regional balance.

Privatisation increases the quality of ser-
vices to wealthy and powerful “customers”.
But if we define quality in terms of the com-
mon good, then ensuring direct workers’ and
users’ control over the organisation of public
services will probably do more for quality
than handing profitable operations over to the
market might,

Profit is a short term criteria. The public
purse usually picks up the tab for infrastruc-
ture investment and research, and, as we

know, private companies pay scant attention
to the environment. Only by socialising
public services can they play a key role in en-
suring long-term sustainable development.

Competition leads to the absurd splitting
up of “natural” networks and connections. It
is wrong to say that the market provides the
necessary regulation. If European construc-
tion is to be something real, the need is for
more and not less regulation in this field.

The bourgeoisie benefits from the low
regard the public often has for the state sector
(a low regard stemming from bureaucracy,
social-democrat style nationalisation, and
technocratic monoliths like the French elec-
tricity utility EDF, which has aggressively
pushed nuclear power on the country).

These state enterprises are hardly
models; they do not bring the state closer to
the local level, they do not involve consu-
mers, and they are blind to environmental
considerations.

A new definition of rights

But rather than defending state enter-
prises in their current or past form, the
working class movement should fashion a

renewed vision by advancing demands and
new forms of organisation — using a transi-
tional approach and a new definition of
citizens rights.

National traditions and consideration of
the actual state of affairs in each country
should be combined with an over-arching
universal vision. The idea is not to defend an
antiquated form of nation-based capitalism
nor to build European mammoth bureau-
cracies. The guiding principle should be
democratic subsidiarity.

The whole working class movement
must take up these demands. The idea of
defending and extending public services
must not be left to workers in the concerned
sectors, struggling on their own. The struggle
must also be European in nature.

Organisationally, trade unions and com-
munity groups should find a common frame-
work to defend and extend public services.

Programmatically, the idea of a Charter
of Rights for the Citizens of Europe should
take shape around a renewal of the notion of
rights — including rights to housing, trans-
port, communication, health care and
education, %
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The automobile society

The European Union prefers the
train. Officially, at least. Transport
Commissioner Neil Kinnock’s
“Green Book” even recognises the
enormous “external costs” of car
transport. In the corridors of the
Brussels Commission, phrases
like “avoiding traffic build-up” and
“slowing down” are common.

But we all know the real situation.
Trains might be more socially and
ecologically reasonable, but EU
“reform” has destroyed the rail
system.

The real EU priority is reducing the cost of
road transport. Each year, the average dis-
tances travelled by people and merchandise
increase. The revised Maastricht Treaty, and
European Monetary Union will cause a fur-
ther, artificial increase of road traffic, inc-
rease journey distances, and shift even more
traffic from rail to road and air. Like in North
America, trains will become more and more
rare. There are three main reasons for this.

Car traffic

In 1970, the number of car travellers
multiplied by the distance travelled was
1,580 person-kilometres. By 1996, the figure
was 2.5 time higher: an incredible 4,000

“Automobile” Europe

Germany Britain

turnover turnover

1 Daimler 95  Shell’ 170
2 Siemens 76 BP! 95
3 VW 75 BAT 40
4 Veba' 60 ICI 36
5 Hoechst 45  Aerospace® 31
6 BASF 47  Gen EL 26
T Bayer 42 Ford UK' 18
8 Thyssen 36 Br. Steel 13
9 Bosch' 33 Guiness 12
10 BMW! 29 IBMUK 12
11 Opel/GM' 27 EssoUK' 11
12  Ford AG' 22 Rolls R 10
Total turnover 589 474
of which, auto 34 304
% of turnover % %
auto 58 64
| auto + aero 58 71

2. Aeronautical production and air transport

person-kilometres. And there are less people
in each car nowadays. In 1970 the average
car contained 2 persons. In 1996 enly 1.5.

Rail transport only increased by 30%
over the same period, while bus transport
increased by 50%. Even in 1970, rail was
responsible for only 10% of total transpor-
tation. Buses represented 23%, and cars
77%. By 1996 rail only represented 6% of
total transport, compared with 15% for
buses, and 85% for cars.

These figures don’t include travel inside
urban areas. But given the stagnation in
metro and tram construction, the weight of
private automobile transport is certainly even
higher when we include urban travel.

Trucking

Goods transport (in kilometre-tonnes)
has doubled over the last 25 years (from 850
bn. kilometre-tonnes in 1970 to 1,500 bn. in
1996). During this period, the amount of rail
transport has slipped by 15%, river and canal
transport has stagnated, and pipeline trans-
port has increased by 30%. In contrast, road
transport of merchandise has increased by al-
most 150%, from 420 billion kilometre-ton-
nes in 1970 to 1,100 bn. in 1996. As a result,
the share of trucking in total goods transport
increased from 50% in 1970 to 70% in 1996.

Artificial, obligatory traffic

There is very little real economic growth
in the EU. In real terms, salaries are stagnant
or falling. But we have seen uninterrupted
growth of automobile traffic, which the EU

The weight of “automobile society” ' in the top 12 industrial corporations of the
largest EU economies. Turnover is calculated in billions of DM/year

France ltaly

turnover turnover
Elf Acquitaine’ 59  Fiat!' 76
Renault’ 49  Eni/Agip’ 67 |
Peugeot/PSA* 47  Enel 26

Alcatel-Alst. 47  Montedison 21

Total' 42  Feruzzi 24
Usinor-Sac 26  Pirelli 13
Rhone Poulenc 25  Olivetti 12
Peciney 22  Alitalia® 8
Thomson 21 Tamoil’ 7
Michelin' 20 Efim’ 6
Saint Gobain 22 Esso It 6
Schneider 17  Erg Petrol' 6
397 272

217 181

% %

55 67

55 70

1. “The automobile society:” vehicle production, petrol and oil refining, tyres
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even defines as a “growth-stimulating
sector.” More and more person-kilometres
are “produced” every year. The European
Commission’s new Green Book on transport
calculates that “the daily travelling distance
of the average European citizen has increased
from 16.5 km (10 miles) in 1970 to 31.5km
in 1996. This increase in demand has mainly
been satisfied by an increase in the use of the
private automobile... The number of private
cars for every 1,000 inhabitants has increased
from 232 in 1970 to 435 today.”

Over the same period, what the EU calls
the “intensity of transport” has increased by
more than 50%. In other words, each tonne
of merchandise travels 50% further than in
1970, before reaching its buyer.

As in so many other areas of capitalism,
in the transport sector we are witnessing the
transformation of productive forces into des-
tructive forces. Technology and equipment
which once brought mobility for people and
diversity in the merchandise available is now
engaged in artificial “growth,” and average
journey lengths are being stretched.

In goods transport, average journey
length is increasing because of an absurd
division of labour, and greater distances bet-
ween producer and customer. The engine of
an Opel Corsa automobile is produced in
Vienna, Austria, and the body is made in
Zaragossa, Spain. EU-inspired subsidies to
the cost of commercial transport contribute to
this ecological nonsense, destruction of
regional economic structures, and miserable
working conditions for professional drivers.

Individuals are commuting further and
further to work: one consequence of the con-
centration of capital. The closure of so many
small shops has increased the length of the
shopping circuit, and the destruction of the
urban tissue obliges people to travel further
and further for their leisure activities.

There are obvious ecological and eco-
nomic reasons to put a stop to these develop-
ments. And democratic reasons too. In 1995,
only 40% of European households had a car.
Larger families, those with young children,
young people and women are all over-rep-
resented in the 60% of households that do not
possess an automobile. In other words,
policies which favour road transport and the
private motorcar are by definition against the
interest of a majority of the population.

An increase in the density of car
ownership (more cars per 1,000 people) will
not mean an improvement in this exclusion.
In the United States, increased car ownership
has gone hand in hand with the deterioration
of the public transport system (bus, tram,
metro, rail).

Total automobile society

There are powerful interests opposed to
the development of a reasonable, responsible
and human transport system. Twelve of



Europe’s 20 largest trusts are in the oil
refining, petrol distribution and vehicle
construction business. These companies
represent 2/3 of the total turnover of the 20
major trusts on the continent. A rich and
influential enemy... [see table above]

The European Commission and the
member states are planning on the assump-
tion that air and road transport of mer-
chandise will double by the year 2010, and
that there will be a 30-50% increase in
person-kilometres of private automobile
transport.

Three EU programmes are working
actively to create this total automobile
society. EU Structural Funds are supposedly
an aid to poorer regions. In fact, a large part
of spending goes to road building, parti-
cularly in “little-motorised” regions. In 1994
these funds were worth 43.3 billion DM
($29.5 bn). In 1999 they will be 63 bn. DM.

Transnation networks

Most of these high-profile projects
concern new “high-use™ connections, to “fill
the gaps”™ in the continental transport
network. They include the Eurotunnel
between Britain and France, a tunnel under
the Alps between France and Italy, and the
Skanlink bridge between Denmark and
Sweden.

There are also a number of destructive
High Speed Train projects. Gigantic
investments in these rail lines will almost
exclusively benefit businessmen.

Nine out of ten rail trips in the EU are on
trains with an average speed of 50 km/hour

or less. For the majority of rail travellers,
speeds of 250 km/hour are absurd. The
average longer journey is about 200 km. A
high speed train could only reduce the time
of such a journey by a few minutes.

In June 1996 German Chancellor Helmut
Kohl told an EU committee on transport that
“a High Speed Train between London and
Moscow would substantially increase the
support of the citizens for the European
Union.”

This is grotesque. How many people
actually travel between London and
Moscow? Almost exclusively businessmen.
Who almost exclusively prefer the plane.

Subsidising rail privatisation

At the same time as prioritising long
distance, high speed travel, rail operators are
dismantling the regional and local transport
networks which most people use most. Cuts
in staff are reducing the level of service and

passenger security. Each application of

“market forces” weakens the supposedly
weakest section of the travel system: the
public system.

In Britain, the “profitability”™ of bus
operators increased after the 1985

liberalisation, even though the number of

passengers decreased by 27.4% between
1985 and 1994. Prices increased by 25%

during the same period. A clear example of

the logic of privatisation: less buses travelling
more kilometres, carrying less passengers,
who pay more than before.

The working conditions of transport staff

are also affected. The average age of buses in

circulation is increasing, and security norms
are being loosened.

Left turn

We need to change the whole direction of

transport policy.

* Reducing average journey time

* Putting strict limits on the destructive

potential of the transport system on our

environment.

» Stricter speed limits, and areduction in

the maximum tonnage of truck loads.

* Lorries should not be allowed to

transport merchandise during the night.

* Find ways to cut significantly the

amount of merchandise transported. What

is left should be moved by rail.

We need to establish clear estimates of
the total real costs of our transport system,
including the social and ecological costs.
This will inevitably mean increasing the cost
of road transport of merchandise. But we
should not allow transport companies. to
“compensate” for this extra cost by reducing
salaries or intensifying the work of their
employees. States’ increased revenue from
these new tariffs should be used to develop
public sector transport systems.

Above all, we must stop the privatisation
and deregulation of the sector. Mobility
should be recognised as a general, social
right, like health, education, and the retire-
ment pension. Some say this will inevitably
increase bureaucracy. The solution is in the
democratisation and decentralisation of this
expanded public transport system. %
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Europe’s ecological challenge

Maastricht Europe neither can,
nor wants, to attack the roots of
the ecological crisis. But political
ecology is not just about inter-
generation solidarity, or solidarity
with the people of the south. The
current living conditions of the
populations of Europe are also
every directly in question.

The degradation of the environment has
disastrous consequences on public health,
and deepens social inequality. Meanwhile,
the economic powers which are responsible
escape effective control by the citizenry.
Under the neo-liberal stick, ecological, social
and democratic issues have never seemed so
closely linked.

Remember the Rio summit ? That great
media-feast five years ago, with its solemn
promises and lyrical monologues? The
governments of the EU were all keen to
come to the podium and say their piece. Con-
fronted with the undiplomatic brutality of the
USA, they hinted, Europe’s natural destiny
was to promote durable development, and
protective relationships towards the third
world countries. On 1 March this year, the
“Rio+5” conference approved the Earth
Charter, but in a climate of general indiffer-
ence among rulers, and unaware to the ruled.

Shrinking biodiversity

Europe’s biodiversity is shrinking fast.
The continent is rich and powerful, but the
“practical means” to stop the decline are sup-
posedly lacking. A recent study by Birdlife
International (Conservation Series 3)
reported that 40% of bird species are in an
“unfavourable situation.” In the last 20 years,
one in four of the continent’s 514 bird species
has suffered a “substantial reduction™ in
numbers. And yet these are the years in
which most conservation efforts have been
made. European legislation has been reinfor-
ced, the number of nature reserves and
national parks has grown considerably, and a
number of species have been reintroduced
after disappearing locally.

Some success has been made, which
shows that human action can make a differ-
ence. But overall, the measures taken have
clearly been insufficient. Not just for birds,
but for the other animals, and for plant life.
Birdlife International concludes that we must
“fundamentally re-evaluate agricultural and
land use policies.”

The basic problem is that “our overall
conception of economic development (in
agriculture, in territorial development, land
re-conversion and the drying out of
waterlogged regions) is responsible for the
decline in bio-diversity in Europe. To solve
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this problem we must go beyond the creation
of protected zones and the local re-introduc-
tion of extinct species. Biodiversity protec-
tion policies must be integrated into all
spheres of economic activity.”

The EU’s “monolithic” Common Agri-
cultural Policy is the largest single factor be-
hind the decline in biodiversity, according to
the report. The loss of biodiversity is not
recorded as a cost in the CAP system. But all
intensely managed environments, including
urban regions, are also affected. The disap-
pearance of the countryside, the extinction of
species of plants and animals, the standardi-
sation and artificialisaion of the framework
of our lives, all this reduces the fields within
which we can be active. In other words, the
loss of biodiversity leads to the impoverish-
ment of our civilisation.

Natural heritage is also a scientific
heritage. It contains a treasure of knowledge
and discoveries, in medicine and industry. It
is also a living resource which is essential for
the preservation of our basic living condi-
tions in the long term. It is essential to
maintain its diversity. Each new catastrophic
flood, caused by past human interventions,
reminds us of the cost of neglect. So does the
qualitative aggravation of urban and rural
pollution, with its social consequences in
terms of sickness, declining access to
drinking water, and so on. The evolution of
the climate is frankly alarming.

The effects are already visible

The consequences of the decline in the
environment have been felt in the developed
countries as well as the third world in recent
years. Take health. Recent studies suggest
that hundreds of people die every year in the
major cities of Europe as a result of atmos-

pheric pollution caused by excessive automo-
bile traffic. Many more people suffer chronic
asthma, again as a result of car exhaust
emissions. The high incidence of leukaemia
among young people living near the nuclear
waste recycling and storage centre near the
Hague, Holland, needs no commentary.

Babies and very young children who are
exposed to industrial pollution will bear the
marks all through their lives. Medically and
socially.

Water resources are running dangerously
low, and the quality of remaining sources is
declining. As a result, the price of water is
rising rapidly. to the point where.a growing
number of families are being disconnected
from the municipal water supply, because
they are unable to pay their bills. Some of the
poorest people in Europe have to drink
mineral water, because the taps in their
apartments are dry!

In these conditions, why is ecological
sense still not centre-stage? As far as bio-
diversity is concerned, ecological demands in
Europe, as elsewhere, confront the under-
lying logic of a market system dominated by
large, powerful private interests.

Capital v. the environment

Ecological consciousness, vigilance and
activity vary considerably between the EU
member states. Overall, however, people
have an instrumentalist conception of nature.
Sometimes, the state imposes limits on
democracy, particularly where the country
has nuclear weapons, and nuclear fuel.

A technocratic elite corps has direct
access to the top spheres of the admini-
stration, and has established organic links
with public and private sector industrialists.
A series of key economic sectors work in a



directly anti-ecological way: chemicals, agro-
foodstuffs, automobile, civil and military
nuclear, construction, public works, leisure,
market management of natural resources, and
the powerful and reactionary hunters’
associations.

Each of these lobbies intervenes actively
in politics, mobilising enormous financial
resources to squash any signs of ecological
opposition, and block democratic choice.

When he came to power in 1981,
President Mitterand promised French voters
a “great debate™ on the country’s energy
policies. It never happened. And for years,
the country’s nuclear bureaucracy has carried
out a mass brainwashing campaign, based on
paid television advertising, and aiming to
wipe out all memories of the Chernobyl
disaster, and the failure of the Superphenix
generator, destined to become the jewel of
the French nuclear industry. So much for the
right of citizens to decide on their own future.

Governments rarely hesitate before
breaking their own laws on the environment,
where the interests of these powerful lobbies
demand it. They have even less hesitation
where European regulations are concerned.

In any case, the control of vital resources
like water increasingly escapes any form of
public control, at the local or national level.
States have proved incapable of preventing
the major agro-businesses from drawing
excessive amounts of water from under-
ground reserves, and increasing soil and
water pollution. Where water is still under
public control, its management is increas-
ingly delegated to large private companies.

These same companies are expanding
into the banking sector, and the communica-
tions industry. They are involved in huge
international manoeuvres, where the search
for profit and the search for power are closely
linked. Any notion of public service is
foreign to them. And yet, they are responsible
for water, a public good. This privatisation of
a vital resource has already had considerable
ecological and social consequences: decline
of the environment, large increases in the
price of drinking water, and a loss of control
of local authorities over their immediate
environment.

Ecological demands confront the blind
logic of the market, in which only “effective”
(cash-backed) demand is important, which
ignores the most pressing human needs un-
less they can be expressed as buying power,
and which is completely uninterested in the
‘price-less’ equilibrium between human
society and biosphere.

But ecological demands also confront
specific capitalists, often the most powerful.
Private interests which systematically
intervene to prevent the implementation of
public policies which threaten to reduce their
profits and power.

In other words, political ecology is not
something which intervenes on the edge of
capitalism, or in an undetermined zone of
consensus and reasonable compromise. Eco-
logical demands touch the very heart of the
system.

This is why they encounter such deep
resistance. And why they can and should be

integrated into our project for an global
alternative society.

Projects for an alternative society

A sector of the peasantry, which has
resisted the destructive transformation of the
rural world since the 1960s, today not only
struggles for the protection of small produ-
cers against the major agro-industrial groups,
but challenges the dominant notions of
“progress” and “modemisation”. Without fal-
ling into nostalgia, radical peasant groups
have recently popularised a renovated con-
cept of “peasant agriculture,” at the same
time as the larger rural unions, particularly
those controlled by the big cereal producers,
have completely accepted the dominant
model of agro-industrial development. In the
countryside, there are two clearly opposed
projects for the society of the future.

The development of the agro-foodstuffs
industry implies the standardisation of the
countryside, and increasingly artificial
methods of production. The creation of giant
production units, and the exponential inc-
rease of chemical intervention in farming.
The continued exhaustion of vital resources.
All of which combines to reduce Europe’s
biodiversity, increase pollution, reduce the
quality of foodstuffs, create new risks and
new epidemics, and reduce the living
conditions of the poorest.

It also implies the continuation of the
massive rural exodus which feeds mass un-
employment in urban areas. Entire regions of
the European countryside are becoming a
human desert. The socio-economic tissue of
these regions is being torn apart, and public
services are disappearing.

The necessity to export at all costs means
making the people of the third world
dependent on “our” food exports. This truly
imperialist dependency is one of the most
serious problems facing several third world
countries. Vital markets are coming under the
domination of the agribusiness barons. The
law of profit is increasing its kingdom. Sub-
sistence agriculture, political independence
and original patterns of agricultural produc-
tion are being overturned. A real cultural
manipulation. ..

Progressive peasants’ movements have
the responses to these problems. The answer
combines ecological questions (like diver-
sity), social issues (like health and employ-
ment), democratic demands (limiting the
control of agro-business over rural areas) and
internationalism (recognising the right of the
peoples of the south to food self-sufficiency
and cultural authenticity).

This critique of the basis of the dominant
model of development is applicable not just
to the EU’s agricultural policies, but to its
overall conception of “growth,” as something
dominated and guaranteed by the largest con-
glomerates.

Former European Commission President
Jacques Delors was obsessed with a huge
plan of public works of doubtful social
utility, and prohibitive ecological costs, but
representing considerable profits for key
interests, if only the EU could find the
finances.

Unifying the struggles

Ecological demands have often been
considered a “luxury,” or at least a secondary
priority, given the urgent social crisis. And
yet, in the north and the south, we can
already feel the implications of the ecological
crisis, touching a growing range of aspects of
our conditions of life.

Ecological issues are issues for today, not
Jjust the future. That was true yesterday, it is
even more true today. The neo-liberal
offensive contained within the Maastricht
Treaty, and, at the global level, within the
framework set by the International Monetary
Fund and the World Trade Organisation, is an
offensive in all areas of life. Logically, we
should adapt the conditions of struggle in all
areas.

This neo-liberal offensive facilitates the
convergence of social, democratic and ecolo-
gical struggles, which increasingly confront a
universal, anti-human logic. “Ecological
questions” are everywhere emerging, dis-
guised as questions of public health, new
social inequalities, and Europe’s growing
“democratic deficit.”” Consciousness is evol-
ving! What Chernobyl did for the nuclear
question, “mad cow disease” is doing for
agro-productivism..

The project of an alternative society is
slowly being re-born, though the road ahead
is still long. This is a tremendous opportunity,
providing that the ecological reference-point
does not disappear, with environmental
issues being presented as social and democ-
ratic issues. Because it is precisely the
ecological reference which forces us to syste-
matically rethink the evolving relationship
between human societies and nature. A pro-
cess of reflection which is far from complete,
and from which revolutionary socialist
currents must not be absent. %
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Fortress Europe

1997 has been proclaimed as the
European Year against racism.
But these commendable inten-
tions are in total contradiction
with the practice of Europe’s
states and their governments,
which are applying policies of
very strong discrimination con-
cerning foreigners, immigrants
and asylum seekers. These
Governments don’t hesitate to
present foreigners as responsible
for unemployment and insecurity.

The restrictive steps taken in different
countries have one thing in common:
Western Europe supposedly faces a threat of
being ‘invaded’ by waves of immigrants and
refugees from the whole world, especially
North Africa, sub-Saharan Africa and Asia,
but also from East Europe.

Facing this threat, we have to defend our-
selves and prevent by all possible means that
those who are dying of hunger or are fleeing
from repression and war come. Including
from ‘nearby’ countries like Bosnia

This nationalistic policy are now
reinforced by European Co-ordination, in
particularly since 26 March 1995, when the
Schengen agreement came into effect. That
same day, an *European expulsion charter,” a
plan rented by the Dutch Government,
landed at Amsterdam, Frankfurt and Paris. In
each city police embarked refugees from
Zaire, who's request for asylum had been
turned down. The plane flew to Kinshasa,
where the unfortunate passengers were
handed over to the authorities of the Mobutu
regime.

This agreement, extended by the Treaty
of Dublin, symbolises the huge electronic
barrier which is going up around Western
Europe, backed up by a European super-
police, and a enormous computerised surveil-
lance system, designed to hold 10 million
names of “suspects,” and already prog-
rammed with 5 million.

This machinery is not limited to the
countries which signed the Schengen
Accord. Restrictive rules concerning
immigration and asylum. introduced
experimentally within the Schengen frame-
work, have since been “communtarised,”
even “Europeanised.” Strict norms have been
imposed on the EU’s neighbours, partly
through financial blackmail.

Since the mid-70s, governments have
been preparing for the opening of their fron-
tiers, as a unavoidable consequence of the
development of the EMU. They have tried to
guarantee that there will be no free circula-
tion of people, unlike goods and capital.
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All this time, secret meetings of
representatives of the member stateshave
taken place, particularly ‘anti-terrorist-
experts’ and police chiefs.

The Schengen agreement was signed in
1985, shaped by three years of secret pre-
parations and police co-operation. The aims
articulated in these secret meetings, and en-
shrined in Schengen, are a pre-cursor of what
is becoming. the common European policy in
this field.

« Entry visas to be delivered according to
restrictive principles, defined and agreed
in common.

« Each Member State promises not to
accept on its territory a person considered
as “undesirable” by another member
state. This measure has been invoked on
countless occasions.

« Establishing an computerised infor-
mation system, with precise identity
information of “controlled” persons,
particularly “undesirables.”

4) Land, air and sea transport companies
must assure themselves that their pas-
sengers have all the papers necessary (o
enter the Schengen area; otherwise the
transport company will be fined, and be
obliged to carry the rejected person out of
the Schengen area. In other words, tran-
sport companies are being turned into
police auxiliaries.

Since the signing of the agreement in
1985, the Schengen Committee has been
working in several fields.

» enlarging the numbers of signatory
states and achieving a ratification of these
agreements by the different national par-
liaments: in reality the agreements are
first adopted by the government, and only
afterwards made public and discussed in
the national parliament.

» to harmonise the police legislation in the
different countries. Any country which
wishes to join the Schengen area must
first clearly show that strict controls on
external borders are in place, and that
legislation against immigration is suf-
ficient restrictive. This is why Italy and
Greece, both of which have signed the
agreements, are still not integrated into
the Schengen space.

« (0 harmonise the enormous computer-
ised surveillance systems which are such
an essential part of the Schengen space.
The Schengen Information System super-
computer already has files on five million
people, mostly “undesirable aliens.”

The Dublin agreement of June 1990 and
the Treaty of Maastricht, signed in February
1992, systematise, for all Member States,
restrictive measures in the area of asylum
and visa policy.

All these agreements and treaties have

concrete consequences: in all European
countries we see the introduction of laws
meant to limit the rights of immigrants and
asylum seekers. The police is assigned even
greater powers, and foreign residents’ legal
security is reduced. Laws and even
constitutions are being modified in this
direction.

Governments have a grand discourse
‘against racism and xenophobia’ and
‘morally’ condemn the extreme-right, from
which they takes a part of their programme.
Conservative parties like the RPR in France,
the British Tories or the German CDU don’t
hesitate to use extreme-right discourse, in a
somewhat diluted form.

In other countries it is the Social Demo-
cratic Parties themselves which take a
authoritarian and populist turn, leading to
racism. This is the case in Belgium, where
the most zealous supporter and executor of
repressive measures against immigration and
asylum right is the Socialist Party.

In Germany. the SDP plays a comparable
roll in its participation in the majority which
the Kohl Government needs to change the
Constitution, in the direction of a drastic res-
triction of asylum rights. When it is the
Social Democratic Parties that participate in
this denunciation, the ideological confusion
in the working class is becoming an
important danger.

The division of labour is simple. The
extreme-right points to the immigrants and
refugees as responsible for the crisis, and
even attacks them physically, while the
governments  introduce repressive measure
against foreigners, and thereby legitimise the
xenophobe agitation.

The migration phenomenon is being used
as a political and economic weapon. On the
one hand “illegals” are used as an underpaid
and right-less segment of the labour force. on
the other hand they are accused as
responsible for the social problems.

The ripost

This huge repressive wave, across a
Europe hit by mass unemployment, has pro-
voked a important division in the working
class, and in society as a whole. Furthermore,
the traditional leadership of the working class
has often let the poison of xenophobia estab-
lish itself, by putting the responsibility for
unemployment on other countries where
wages are lower, and calling for ‘national
production,” even limits on the number of
authorised immigrants, in the name of some
‘national preferences’ as in Germany and
Austria.

~ The offensive of the Government and the
bosses to impose on the countries of the
Third World a ‘social clause’, (to preserve
‘our” exports and employment) will lead to
increased xenophobia in Europe. and pit
workers from the north against workers for



the south.

In this context the fascists have been able
to. multiply their audience, by concentration
their agitation on the denunciation of the
invasion of immigrants.

But these attack have also given birth to
an anti-racist movement, and solidarity with
immigrants and refugees. Many anti-racist
mobilisations have opposed the discrimina-
tory laws and far-right attacks, demanding
equal rights.

New associations and organisations have
been created, to give practice help to immi-
grants and to organise massive anti-racist
campaigns, and in this way fight against the
fascists.

Immigrants without papers and those
who's asylum applications have been
rejected, have entered the struggle, multi-
plying the demonstrations, hunger strikes and
occupations, and refusing the clandestinity
forced upon them.

An important phenomena is the self-
organisation of immigrants, and the politici-
sation of young people from immigrant back-
grounds and ethnic minorities. The
appearance of a new militant generation
played an central role in the anti-racist mobi-
lisation in France in the 1980s, and is central
today in Holland and Britain.

In many countries, specially Spain and
more recently in France, the trade unions
have taken up the struggle against racism,
and practical defence of immigrants, inc-
luded enrolling even those ‘without papers’
into the unions.

One important phenomena in this area is
the number of huge demonstrations, often of
tens of thousands of people, in different
capital cities of Europe, against racism and
the government’s xenophobic measures. This
is a real social movement

This is the Europe that stands up against
Schengen, the Europe that fight for solidarity
and democratic rights.

Besides these spectacular demonstra-
tions, a network of help and defence commit-
tees have been organised. These associations
particularly mobilise for those who have had
their asylum appeals rejected, because of
legislative systems that impose very strict

conditions, almost impossible to satisfy.

In France, Germany, Belgium, and
Britain, there are even committees and
associations that hide “paper-less” refugees,
so that they won’t be deported.

Despite the existence of these solidarity
movements, and the obstacle they have im-
posed against some expulsions, the policies
of the governments are increasingly trans-
forming Western Europe to a real fortress,
stuffed with laws and regulations, which
work as barriers to entry.

Equal rights

To be able to create a Europe of liberty,
democracy and equality, we must break with
the logic of Schengen, which consists of har-
monising towards the most repressive, xeno-
phobic and discriminatory systems in
operation. A Europe of equal rights means,
on the contrary, alignment of national
legislation towards democratic progress, the
retreat of racism, and fraternity in a common
struggle.

Demands

A few key measures show the way
forward:
* Re-establishing asylum rights; aboli-
shing the Schengen Convention; Europe
must not be a fortress closed to those who
want asylum, while taking only a very
small proportion of the world’s refugees,
with the overwhelming burden lying on
the countries of the South.
* Regularisation of the “paper-less”, who
have often spent years in an EU state,
before current legislation forces them into
clandestinity.
* Partial regularisation of the “paper-less”
in different countries (Italy, Spain,
Portugal, France in 1981).
* Birth in an EU state must give an
absolute right to citizenship there. The
“citizenship by blood™ provisions of the
German constitution are incompatible
with the elementary norms of modern

civilisation.

* Young people of immigrant background
are everywhere in a particularly
precarious situation, without real possibi-
lities for social insertion. We join with
them in demanding equality.

» Free circulation: While capital, goods
and information enjoy free circulation,
men and women don’t have the same
freedom of movement. Most non-EU
citizens need visas, even for short stays.
We should demand the closure of all the
detention centres and other closed areas,
which are growing along our frontiers.
Civil rights for all residents!

* The Treaty of Maastricht establishes an
institutional discrimination between
foreigners on the basis of their country of
origin, and permits only limited voting
rights (only local and European elections)
to EU citizens resident in another member
state.

Even this modest right is not fully
applied. We demand the right to vote and
to be elected on all levels for all those
who live in Europe. The residents of a
country constitute its collective citizenry.
They should all have access to the totality
of civil rights on that territory.

* Democratic and social measures:
Abolish restrictions that prevent non-EU
nationals from taking up employment in
the public sector! There should be
enforceable measures against
discrimination by employers (access to
employment) and landlords (access to
housing).

These measures and these mobilisations
form part of the whole struggle to united the
working class and to defend the most
oppressed and exploited layers in our
societies. They don’t only concern the anti-
racist and anti-fascist movement, but the
working class movement as such. They are a
support to oppressed peoples in their fight for
national and social liberation. %
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The threat of military Europe

The Euromilitarisation of the EU is
an undeniable reality, even if it is
being done discretely and taking
forms that are still uneven and
incomplete.

Most progress is being made in the areas of
bilateral co-operation between armies and
military industry. On the institutional level,
there are still major obstacles to changes
which will involve a real transfer of national
sovereignty to the supranational level. But
behind the scenes, a series of measures have
been taken, whose goal is to give the EU a
more coherent, operational capacity for inter-
vention. The Amsterdam Intergovernmental
Conference is supposed to give its seal of
approval to this dangerous development.

European military unification is been
haunted by the memory of a traumatic set-
back in 1954, when the attempt to create a
European Defence Community (under
NATO auspices) failed spectacularly. The
goal was German rearmament, which the US
government had favoured since the late
1940s, as part of its strategy of tension and
military confrontation with the USSR. But
Europe, above all France, was not ready to
see Germany rearmed, because of still-pain-
ful war wounds, and a desire to hold back
Germany'’s spectacular economic recovery.

The only institutional result of that
period was the Western European Union
(WEU), an empty shell dozing from one
parliamentary gathering to the next, without
either powers or resources. German rearma-
ment happened anyway.

The same powerful contradictions have
determined military co-operation ever since.
The military question is part of each member
country’s foreign policy. And foreign policy
is a powerful means for opening markets,
securing access to raw materials, protecting
foreign direct investments and, more broadly,
defending and extending each country’s
political sphere of influence. Each of the
EU’s ruling classes would certainly like the
EU to speak “with a single voice”, but politi-
cal rivalries and economic competition
within the EU are always enough to brake
any major surrender of national sovereignty.

This explains the cacophony of EU
military policy during the Gulf War, the con-
flicts in ex-Yugoslavia, the Rwanda crisis,
and elsewhere. Disunity, and the interests of
national states has dominated, rather than
some community spirit. These stronger
national interests include the privileged ties
between German Chancellor Helmut Kohl
and former Soviet and Russian leader
Mikhail Gorbachev, German ties with
Croatia, French ties with Serbia, British ties
with Bosnia (in tight alliance with the US),
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France’s repeated solo operations: in the
Middle East, nuclear testing in the Pacific;
covert clashes in Africa between the US-
British tandem and France-Belgium, etc.

Nuclear weapons make all this even
more complicated. Not only are they the es-
sence of “global diplomacy”, they are the
supreme weapon, symbolising ultimate
power over the planet, and requiring a single
centre to take the extreme decision to drop
the bomb.

Different histories

The EU’s “big three” are differently
situated in the world arena, largely because
of their specific historical trajectories.

France was a great neo-colonial power,
but is now reduced to a second-rank
capitalist country. It tries to make up for
its weakness through a great measure of
autonomy in foreign and military policy
(with its own atom bomb, its overall
military strength, and the quality and ver-
satility of its army).

Britain, no longer the world’s greatest
imperialist power, has linked its future to
a “special relationship™ with the US.
While maintaining its own nuclear arms,
it tries to keep its status as a power by fol-
lowing in the wake of the US, which it
sees as the only force capable of
guaranteeing global stability.

Germany, defeated in World War Two, is
now the EU’s biggest economic power,
and the third biggest economy in the
world. But, for obvious historical reasons,
Germany cannot express its economic
strength on the political and military
level. Tt still needs the US and EU to
camouflage its diplomatic and military
advances.

The new world situation is increasingly
unstable. This, combined with the EU’s
progress, have given new life to discussions
of “Europe’s defence”. This immediately
poses the fundamental choice: either western
Europe stays under the NATO umbrella,
which assures US hegemony, or else the old
continent acquires a substantial measure of
operational, technological and financial auto-
nomy through an independent structure,
giving “muscles” to the WEU and making it
the EU’s armed wing.

The Eurocorps

Three developments on the purely
military level have opened up new options.
First is the voluntarist Franco-German effort,
sealed by the creation of a joint military unit
(the 50,000 man “Eurocorps”) and of a
“Common Defence Council” that brings the
two countries’ general staffs and experts
together for regular, frequent meetings.

The lesson of the 1991 Gulf War has

played a role: In that conflict the US imperial
power reduced some countries (including
France and Britain) to an auxiliary role, and
relegated others (Germany and Japan to the
role of financial support. France accepted:
Paris has since been retreating in the face of
insidious attacks by its US competitor in its
own African backyard (where an
“Anglophone” north-south corridor now
spans the continent).

Meanwhile, Germany has shaken off the
restrictions on its army, imposed by the Allies
and written into its constitution. The German
army can now operate outside the country’s
borders. Hesitation and resistance from the
German reformist left (Social Democrats and
Greens) proved no match for humanitarian
demagogy, underpinned by the EU’s impo-
tence in ex-Yugoslavia, and political thrusts
by US imperialism in Europe and the Medi-
terranean. However discrete, Germany’s new
military role is a highly significant turning
point.

The military meets the market

Thirdly, globalisation has hit the military-
industrial sector full-force, in Europe as well
as the US. This has accelerated military-
industrial co-operation and integration in the
EU. This sector depends overwhelmingly on
state intervention. No aspect, from research
and development to marketing, escapes state
command. Restructuring has been imposed
due to drastic cutbacks in production (and
employment) and budgetary restrictions
(thanks to Maastricht).

The most advanced sectors, particularly
those oriented towards aerospace, have come
through relatively unscathed. But the clas-
sical arms industry is going through a major
crisis. This explains the appeal, under cover
of bi- or multilateral intergovernmental co-
operation, of bi- or multilateral joint ventures
for the production of new weapons systems.
In fact, programmes set in motion by the
main European “cannon merchants™ -
Britain, France, Germany and Italy - are no
longer to be counted on. We are seeing in this
sector the silhouette of an emerging,
authentic “European capital”.

The real turning point was the Franco-
German agreement signed in Nuremberg in
November 1996. Prolonged, ad hoc co-oper-
ation gave way to the detailed definition of a
genuine joint defence policy. This has conse-
quences for both Franco-German relations
and the EU. It is based on a double upheaval.
France has accepted the end of a myth: the
operational effectiveness of its independent
nuclear arsenal. It has abandoned the equally
illusory and ruinous perspective of an inde-
pendent European defence founded on the
French and British nuclear arsenals. Sud-
denly, France is re-joining the NATO military
command.



France and Germany are joining Britain
(which never had any doubts on this score) in
placing their nuclear weapons, as a “comple-
mentary” force, under the US umbrella.
Germany has broken the taboo and is giving
itself the means to operate outside its borders,
particularly in order to contribute to “stability
in the Mediterranean basin”. France and
Germany “commit themselves to partici-
pating [together], in very varied forms, in
crisis-management missions”.

A European pillar in NATO

The perspective of transforming the
WEU into the EU’s independent armed wing
has been given up for good, to be replaced
with a “European pillar” within NATO. The
reasons for this are strictly military, technolo-
gical and financial. The complex organis-
ational chart (the chain of command, division
of geopolitical zones and material resources,
operational leadership, etc.) that results from
it will have to pass the practical test of relia-
bility and effectiveness. For the key EU
countries, the way has thus been opened to
move forwards together towards a growing
complementarity in the fields of “means of
command, intelligence, logistics, long-range
transport, as well as education and training of
personnel”.

This military rapprochement is based on
a mixture of supra-nationality and inter-
governmentalism. The practical consequence
will clearly be a military reinforcement of the
EU, if ever the member states’ political inten-
tions should coincide. This substantial rap-
prochement on the military level requires a
reinforcement of the “common foreign and
security policy”, which should be decided by
“qualified majorities” rather than by un-
animity, as presently. This is the counterpart
of the “common police and judicial space”,
which goes together with military
unification.

This advancing Euromilitarisation is a
real danger. The danger is all the greater
because fear of war and instability (in the
EU’s eastern and southern periphery), Euro-
peanist ideology (against the US’s new
offensive spirit) and humanitarian hypocrisy
towards the Third World have destroyed the
peace movement of the 1980s, devastated the
organisations and NGOs that were its back-
bone, and broken the opposition of the
(political and intellectual) reformist left
among the social democrats and Greens.

Demands

For all these reasons, we must begin a
project of activist re-mobilisation and
political rearmament, which must combine
“old” slogans that have unfortunately lost
none of their validity with new proposals:

* Against NATO, particularly against its
European pillar.

* Dissolve the Eurocorps, not in the name
of national defence but in the name of
anti-militarism.

* US 7th Fleet out of the Mediterranean. -
Reorientation of military research towards
civilian, social goals.

» Drastic cuts in the military budget so as
to meet social needs.

» Total, immediate and unconditional
nuclear disarmament.

* Openness and public control over the
whole weapons industry and more
broadly over all military industry (orders,
production, trade), so as to move towards
peace conversion.

* Systematic demystification of military
intervention under cover of humanitarian
aid.

» Towards universal disarmament.



The EU’s eastward expansion

BANKA E KURSIM
SAVINGE EANK OF ALB

When the Berlin Wall fell, the
peoples of Eastern Europe were
told that privatisation and the
market would bring them
economic efficiency and freedom.
They were also told that as soon
as they set up democratic
regimes they could join the
“civilised, normal world.” In other
words, “back to Europe.”

As if they weren’t Europeans all along.
As if the only experience worthy of bun0
called * Europedn was the West's. As if
Maastricht Europe was democratic and

“civilised”. And as if Maastricht Europe was
ready to open its borders in order to share the
blessings of unification with the poorer, more
agricultural Central and Eastern Eumpc.an
countries (CEEC) and the Baltic states.'

The collapse of Comecon and the USSR
accelerated a radical reorientation of CEEC
trade towards the European Union, which
Germany was the first to profit from. This
was the result of political choices made by
the new ruling groups. Central and Eastern
Europe’s rulers (however much the compo-
sition of its governments has shifted back and
forth lately) have all portrayed joining the
EU as the only possible way forward. Their
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peoples, whom they never dream of
genuinely consulting - about joining the EU
any more than about the economic
“transition” - express many reservations and
worries when they are polled. As in Western
Europe, all the “structural adjustments™
already associated with the “transition” are
justified more and more often by the need to
meet EU “norms”. But since the EU exists,
and there is no coherent alternative to it, it is
the only pole of attraction for these countries,
which are economic and ideological orphans.
People associate the EU with the hope of
economic development - or rather, they are
afraid that _not_ joining the EU would mean
increasing marginalisation.

The “*Visegrad group™ (Poland, Hungary,
the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slmema)
constitutes a free-trade zone between those
countries that are “furthest along” in the
transition. They distinguish themselves in
particular from Bulgaria and Romania (both
of which have just acquired new
governments that threaten to speed up shock
therapy).

Expansion is planned
The Copenhagen European Council
meeting in June 1993 decided in principle to
admit all the Central and Eastern European
countries and Baltic states to the EU. The
Council meeting in Essen in December 1994
mandated the European Commission to
produce a White Paper laying out the tasks
that these countries must carry out in order to
harmonise their laws and institutions with the
Union’s. There is no doubt that Central and
Eastern Europe have put their shoulders to
the wheel. Between now and the end of 1997
the Commission should prepare reports on
the various problems blocking East
European membership. France’s Balladur
gmemmem has added to these procedures a
“Stability Pact”, which is supposed to make
these countries senle the differences among
them by treaty (particularly differences over
minority rights and borders) as a
precondition for joining.
In practice, Association Agreements have
been the only moves to mudm the EU’s

. '. ey (edltorsj

relationship with Central and Eastern Europe
(except for the Phare programmes, which are
supposed to help restructuring). The
Association Agreements move towards
establishing a free-trade zone with these
countries, from which - judging by Central
and Eastern Europe’s growing trade deficits -
the EU (and within the EU mainly Germany)
reaps most of the benefits. We are entitled to
ask, in spite of all the hypocritical speeches
about openness, whether this is, in reality, the
EU governments” preferred substitute to
actually letting Eastern Europe in.

For some countries, including Britain, the
broadest possible opening to the East would
be a way to reduce the European Union itself
to a free-trade zone. Other governments
argue that the need for “cohesion” of the
“hard core” justifies keeping the
Mediterranean countries, let alone Central
and Eastern Europe, outside the Economic
and Monetary Union.

But at what price?

Measurements of the costs of
enlargement, based on the assumption that
existing criteria for the Structural Funds (for
aid to the Union’s less developed regions)
and for the Common Agricultural Policy
would be applied to the Visegrad group.
estimate that the Union’s budget would have
to double. If the whole of Central and Eastern
Europe were let in, the budget would
quadruple. Though this would still be only
0.4% of the existing EU’s GDP, i.e. much
less than the Marshall Plan after World War
Two. In any case these “calculations”™ are
more than conjectural. Depending on
different hypotheses about dates, the number
of countries involved, the unemployment
rate, the growth rate, prices, etc., the results
can vary by a ratio of 1 to 8.

Such calculations are used to support
three kinds of proposals, each of which we
must reject:

Option 1) Postpone the idea of integrating
Central and Eastern Europe into the EU
until the region is less poor - and
meanwhile impose adjustment policies
that will make them poorer.
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Option 2) Change the Structural Funds
rules so that fewer countries benefit from
them - this is a way to play Southern
Europe off against Eastern Europe.
Option 3) Get rid of any development
funds and agricultural policy, according to
the logic of creating the least (European)
state possible and giving free rein to the
market.

In reality the issues involved in eastwards
enlargement are the same as those that we
raise in general about the EMU and
Maastricht criteria:

* European choices must be made openly
and democratically. So we must open up
pluralist debates about alternative
European choices and policies to the
peoples involved, including those in the
South and East.

» We must support an approach of demo-
cratic consultation of the peoples of
Eastern Europe, which means full
information for them and referendums.

*» While we must make known our
criticisms of the EU and the social
movements that oppose the EU as it now
functions, we must equally avoid vetoing
any application to join. If this EU is not
capable of including peoples who want to
join, then we have to change the Union
and the way it functions.

* We oppose both the logic of a market
without borders and the logic of “Fortress
Europe™, a hard core functioning on the
basis of monetarist convergence criteria.
This is just as true for the East as the
South.

* Yes to European structural funds for the
reduction of real development lags, for
building infrastructure, for education,
research and job creation.

* Yes to a redefinition of an agricultural
policy that stops encouraging a
productivism that devastates the
environment, human health, and the least
developed regions of Europe and the
world.

* Yes to funds that ensure balanced
regional development and support the
creation and diversification of rural
employment.

* Yes to development aid to Eastern
Europe, which would ensure people’s
“security” much more than the billions
that will be spent to incorporate them into
NATO. *

Note

1. The ten countries that are candidates for EU member-
ship are the Central and Eastern European countries
(CEEC) - Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slova-
kia, Slovenia (all counted as Central European), Romania
and Bulgaria (both counted as Balkan) - and the Baltic
states: Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. As a group they
have a total agricultural acreage amounting to about 44%
of the existing 15 EU countries, and an agricultural work
force amounting to nearly 27% of their total work force
(as opposed to 3.7% in the EU today, or almost 20% in
Greece). Out of the ten, the country with the highest per
capita GDP is Slovenia (nearly $9000), which is barely
half the EU’s average per capita GDP today (though
close to that of the EU’s least developed regions).

The Common Agricultural Policy

The Treaty of Rome claimed to
strengthen the unity of the Com-
munity by gradually harmonising
the development of member
states. Agricultural policy aimed
to make sure the Community
produced all it own food.
International acceptance of this
target allowed Europe’s highly
subsidised agriculture to be
exempted from the rules of the
General Agreements on Traffic
and Trade (GATT).

The Treaty also included aid for under-
developed parts of the Community, espe-
cially rural areas. But the European Social
Fund, introduced in 1960, had a very mar-
ginal role during the years when national
economies had efficient budget policies and
economic growth. Part of the “European
Fund for Agricultural Orientation and
Guaranty™ became a new Structural Fund in
1972, Never the less, until the period of
growth ended in 1973, most intervention was
done using Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP). introduced in 1958. The structural
funds have been developed in line with the
need to lessen differences which have grown
for lots of reasons: the end of long-term
growth in the 1970s, successive enlargement
of the single market and more market
competition.

Monetary crisis in 1992-93, deep reces-
sion in 1993 and the high costs of German
unification dramatically changed the blue-
print for the *Union”. The Maastricht “con-
vergence” criteria do not really aim to har-
monise the economies: they exclude
countries which do not fit the monetarist cri-
teria and actually increase inequalities bet-
ween regions of Europe. Smaller budgets for
both member states and the EU makes it
more difficult for countries or regions to get
the restructuring and public finance they
need to develop infrastructure and attract
private investment.

Now the rationale for the Structural
Funds of the European Union (EU) cuts
against the austerity budgets implied by the
Maastricht criteria. For the first time ever, the
European Parliament decided last October
that European budget for 1997 will grow by
almost nothing (0.7%). Even worse than the
limited growth proposed by the Council of
Ministers last July. They wanted 1 billion
ECU less for the CAP, another billion ECU
less for the Regional Development Fund, 550
million ECU less for other common internal
and foreign policies (1 ECU = £0.69/$1.13).

The CAP was reformed in 1992. It must
now deal with the austerity logic of the

Maastricht criteria and the neo-liberal
pressure placed on agricultural world
markets by the US during the last GATT
negotiations.

Conquering the world food market
The CAP was the only real common
policy used to build the Economic European
Community (EEC), which became the Euro-
pean Union (EU) after the Maastricht Treaty.
Article 39 of the Treaty of Rome defines

the common agricultural policy as

* increasing agricultural productivity, by

developing technological progress, and

ensuring the rational development of agri-

cultural production and an optimal use of

the factors of production, particularly

labour.

* Ensuring a fair standard of living for the

agricultural population, particularly

through raising the incomes of those who

work in the agricultural sector.

» stabilising the markets.

» guaranteeing the security of food

supplies.

* ensuring reasonable prices at the point of

delivery to consumers.

Four main principles were established,
with the aim of regulating agricultural
markets:

* Free movement of agricultural goods,
creating a unified single market.

» Stable prices: created by intervening in
the market. “Intervention prices” harmo-
nised prices and kept up the incomes of
food producers. Public bodies bought
everything farmers could not sell at, or
above, the intervention price. Incentives
for export were introduced, to subsidise
incomes threatened by lower world
market prices.

* “Community preference:” buying goods
produced inside the common market in
preference to imports. Taxes were used to
“protect” Europe from imports.

= Financial contributions to specific funds
to implement the policy.

This interventionist policy did not respect
world market prices. Nutritional self-suffi-
ciency and independence from imports
became the victim of their successes. In the
1970s the European Community became one
of the dominant exporters of agricultural pro-
ducts. While it still stimulated exports and
productivity, quotas and other measures to
reduce supply were increasingly introduced.

The surplus was sold as “aid” at very low
prices to the Third World, with conflicting
and controversial effects. This increase of
surplus and exports became very expensive.
Between 1975 and 1988, expenditure from
the “Guaranty Fund™ grew at an average an-
nual rate of 7.5%. After 1988 budgetary dis-
cipline limited growth of agricultural funds.
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A reform in 1992 cut the “guarantee” fund to
55% of the budget, down from 65% in 1988.
Meanwhile, the share of the budget allocated
to structural funds increased.

The CAP combined with similar
protectionist policies in US to create a histo-
rical increase of agricultural productivity in
the most developed countries of the world.
The “green revolution™ in some Asian
countries is the only similar trend in the Third
World.

Fewer farmers produce more and more

Over the last forty years agricultural
production has been multiplied by 7 1/2. This
is one and a half times more than during the
150 years before the Second World War!
Half a century ago, each French peasant
could feed two and a half people: In 1960,
seven people; By the early 1980s, 30, and
today, 50. Between 1961 and 1992 the world
population grew 75%. while total agricultural
production grew 105%. Just after the Second
World War, about 30% of French workers
were employed in agriculture: today the
proportion is less than 5%.

The cost of subsidising European agricul-
ture while world prices collapsed helped the
US to pressure the CAP. The 1992 reform is
probably the first part of a u-turn in European
agriculture policy. Prices now have to move
towards to the world level. This will reduce
income from direct aid. As in the US, sub-
sidies are more channelled through the
budget, and financed by taxes, and less
through prices paid by the consumers.

The dominant logic remains the stimu-
lation of productivity to increase exports. Aid
is still distributed unequally, with the most
productive part of agriculture receiving the
highest share. Production is more and more
“de-localised,” closer to urban and transport
infrastructures. Cost-cutting has led to the
“mad cow disease”, CJD, and raises new,
worrying questions about genetic manipula-
tion and its effect on human health. The CAP
has increased, and not decreased, social gaps
in agriculture.

Elements of a different orientation are
being discussed in the European Commis-
sion. This new logic would change the aims
of agricultural policy, stressing a environ-
mental and territorial emphasis. It is opposed,
of course, by those who oppose any public

policy.
From CAP to GATT

Hunger has nothing to do with insuffi-
cient production. There are still hungry
people in the European Union and the United
States.

While the European Union built the CAP
with the aim of self-sufficiency, it can now
export. The EU is in hard competition with
the USA, with real similarities in the context
of the crisis of the 1970s and reduced world
demand. The huge US trade deficit was inc-
reased by the strong dollar between 1980 and
1985. That led the US government to launch
a highly protectionist “neo-liberal” offensive
during the Uruguay round of GATT talks.

Putting agriculture on the GATT agenda,
while most Third World and East European
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countries were out of the negotiations, was
an important turning point. It marked a new
feature of “globalised” capitalism. The nego-
tiations partially concluded in Marrakesh
will be reopened in 1999. In future, the
World Trade Organisation (WTO) will
control trade in agricultural products.

In this neo-liberal logic, subsidies and
measures aiming at reducing supply disap-
pear. The US Agricultural Trade Advisory
Council (made up of 40 private firms), put
pressures on Clinton for him to destroy any
protectionist barriers in the so-called “Devel-
oping World”. Such pressures explain the
recent decision to put back into production
20 millions hectares left fallow for ecological
reasons by the Conservation Reserve Prog-
ramme

The CAP faces an American offensive.
The export capacities of the EU are now
more and more taken as a positive fact for
the satisfaction of needs elsewhere. As this is
a result of increased productivity (increased
efficiency) it provides a strong argument for
accepting a free market in the sector.

But agriculture is a heterogeneous sector.
The question is social (small-scale lands and
family property as opposed to agro-industrial
capitalist firms), physical (the adequate size
to produce potatoes and other vegetable is
not the same as for corn) and ethical: be it for
cattle or for fruits, the purpose to export and
increase profitability can lead to choices of
production (technology, fertilisers. feeding)
conflicting with environmental and human
criteria for better health This logic is behind
world competition.

Listen to the progressive peasants

The analysis and demands expressed by
progressive peasant associations are worth
listening to. They stress the possibility of a
convergence of different targets of a world
agricultural policy : those of the Third World
against poverty, for more distribution of
good land to small peasants and against the
destruction of traditional capacities of pro-
duction in food-crops as the main answers
against starving and bad-nutrition: which
means opposing the domination of agricul-
ture by the two super-powers (European and
American) and by their agro-industrial firms,
opposing the wrong idea that market can
solve starvation and bad nutrition or that
“aid” have positive effects.

The priority is therefore to be given to
new “green” revolutions in third world coun-
tries with all rights to protect them against
destructive imports; a regulation of agricul-
tural trade subordinated to ethical, ecological
and socio-economical criteria; and the neces-
sity to control the productivist logic so des-
tructive of health and environment and sup-
porting small producers efficient not only for
certain type of small-size and high quality
production, but also for rural and regional
development, or protection of environment.

The CAP still has to be reformed. But the
choice must not to be reduced to a false alter-
native of either defending the CAP (as it was
or in its reformed version) or accepting the
American concept of a free market in
agriculture. %

Against the

The Maastricht Treaty solemnly
proclaims that it will pursue
“enduring social and economic
progress for the developing
countries” of the Southern hemi-
sphere, “ongoing and peaceful
integration of developing coun-
tries into the global economy”,
and “a struggle against poverty in
the developing countries.” The
Treaty even states that its
“general objective” is “the
development and consolidation of
democracy and the rule of law...
to ensure respect for human
rights and basic liberties.” The
distance between words and
actions is vast.

Europe, the birthplace of capitalism, is also
the cradle of what is called the “Third
World”. Starting in the late fifteenth century.
many European powers set out to conquer
the rest of the planet. The conquest and pil-
laging of what Europeans called America led
to the death of almost 70% of the indigenous
population. The slave trade emptied the
African continent of its labour force and
dislocated its societies: 40 million men,
women, and children were kidnapped, and
many other millions were killed. 13 million
children were taken in slavery to the
Americas. This mass extermination was
accompanied by a generalised attempt to
wipe out the history and the identities of
these peoples.

In 1800, Western Europe and its
American extensions controlled a third of the
planet. The second wave of colonisation,
beginning in the 1870s, brought this ratio to
four-fifths of the planet by the eve of the First
World War. This ferocious process of
exploitation concentrated enormous riches in
the North. It made possible the take-off of
industrial capitalism. From then on, there
was a centre and a periphery, dominant
states, and states which were dominated. The
Third World had been born.

Two steps forward...

Viewed as a reserve of raw materials, of
cheap labour, and of markets for finished
goods, in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century the “Third World” was invaded by
Northern capitalists’ surplus capital. These
direct investments required military protec-
tion, which became the foundation of a new
and terrible phase of colonisation.

Beginning in the 1930s, it also gave rise
to 4 rebirth of the peoples on three continents,
in Latin America, Asia, and Africa, who
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undertook the long march to independence
and national liberation in the 1960s and “70s.
Some of the most advanced of these nations
sought non-aligned status and tried to evade
imperialism’s direct domination. Others, like
China, Vietnam and Cuba, broke completely
from international capitalism.

...and one step back

Today, the new stage in the international-
isation of the global economy is provoking
social regression across the board, and total
disaster in the South. This globalisation is
characterised by:

» Strengthened domination by the multi-
nationals, which now employ over 73
million workers. The top one hundred of
these companies, outside the banking
sector, control assets worth $340 billion
dollars, or nearly a sixth of the estimated
value of all assets in the global economy.
The two hundred largest multinationals
(only four of which are headquartered in
the Third World) control business assets
equivalent to more than one quarter of the
Gross World Product.

« In this conglomeration, financial capital,
a sector for which the driving logic is
more and more that of short-term profits,
has acquired the dominant position. The
Big Three governments have knowingly
prioritised this development, imposing
free trade and the unrestricted free
circulation of capital across the globe.

* The creation of international quasi-state
bodies through the enlargement of the
powers of the International Monetary
Fund, the World Bank, the World Trade
Organisation (successor to GATT), and
the Bank of International Settlements. All
supervised and guided by periodic
meetings of the G-7, the global super-
powers.

* This globalised capitalism has developed
in the absence of any economic expan-
sion, because it is based on the general-
isation of wage austerity (in the North, as
well as the South, and the East). The cyc-
lical upturn has not gathered strength
because there has been no interest in
massive investment in the productive
sector. Instead, enormous profits (money-
capital) are used to speculate in the
market, on rates of exchange, on raw
materials and on commodity futures. ..

Triad rule

In the ferocious competition of the Big
Three, the United States has consolidated its
dominant position in terms of military
strength, finance capital, a strong economy,
and a strong currency. The USA still leads in
political terms.

European multinationals operate under a
double handicap: much less efficient state ap-

paratuses, since the EU is not the equivalent
of either the Japanese or the American
governments; and a much stronger workers’
movement which is still resisting the capi-
talist offensive and which has succeeded in
putting the brakes on neo-liberal adjustments.

Privileged relationships

This context determines a large part of
the “foreign and defence policy” of the EU.
The EU and its member countries maintain
privileged relationships with the authoritarian
regimes on their immediate Southern peri-
phery, particularly the dictatorships in Mor-
occo, Algeria, and Tunisia. They also have
good relations with the Turkish authorities,
who oppress their Kurdish minority. At the
same time, European borders are being
closed against North African and Turkish im-
migrants. These regimes have for years now
guaranteed an end to the flow of immigration
from their countries to Europe.

In March, 1997, the EU granted the
Moroccan dictatorship a non-repayable
package of economic aid worth 120 million
Ecus (£174 m./$136 m.) to help King
Hassan’s regime implement the IMF and
World Bank’s structural adjustment plan. For
Morocco, this involves removing its tariff
protections against (mainly EU) exporters.
This will entail the closing of Moroccan
companies, and massive growth in unemp-
loyment.

The South is held in the iron fist of an un-
holy alliance: IMF, WB, and WTO. This
global capitalism has relieved the Third
World of the two “comparative advantages™
with which it is often credited: low wages
and protected agriculture and raw material
Sectors.

Low wages in the Third World have not
led to a massive flood of investment, despite

the mobility of production). The core of
investments are still in the heart of the Big
Three countries, and between them. These
markets are larger, more profitable, nearer,
more stable, and better protected. Labour in
the centre is more skilled, more highly
trained, and is able to adapt to new techn-
ologies more quickly.

Combined with a high level of labour
productivity, these advantages outweigh the
attractions of low wages in the Third World.
The main exception to this trend is the
globalisation of some branches of the textile
industry, and their relocation from the
advanced industrial countries to areas with
extremely low wages.

Penetrating the south

The large multinational blocs are also
attacking the Third World on its own terrain.
They have succeeded in driving down the
price of raw materials by producing commo-
dities using synthetic substitutions. And the
spectacular growth of agricultural produc-
tivity in the North has meant that now the
Third World is a net importer of foodstuffs!

The struggle against protectionism has
been reversed. The barriers against products
coming from the South remain proportion-
ally higher than those of Northern exports
into the Third World. The total annual cost to
Southern economies is around $500 billion,
according to the UNDP annual report on
human development. The duties on products
manufactured in the South are five times
higher than those on their raw materials.

The export policies of the South, impo-
sed by the IMF and the WTO, have not
created jobs in the South. On the contrary,
they destroy them. Competition forces a
lowering of already very low wages across
the Southern countries.
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Internal markets can’t develop. Instead,
imports rise. The “elites” prefer the “more
elaborate” goods of the North. The spread of
a market economy (with the junking of
subsidies for basic necessities, privatisation,
etc.) and the abandonment of protectionism
in the South destroys local production and
ignites a vicious race to the bottom.

To take just one example: the EU wants
to authorise the replacement of cocoa butter
(produced in the South) in chocolate products
with EU fat, up to a limit of 5% of the total
weight not produced there. Result: a drop in
cocoa exports to Europe, a drop in the price
of cocoa on the world market, and a drop in
cumulative revenues for the South.

Pitting zones with extremely unequal
levels of productivity against one another in
competition has led to economic stagnation
everywhere, to a levelling downward, and to
growing, virulent social inequality. In the
North, the rise in productivity has allowed a
decrease in workers through modern techno-
logy. In the South, the destruction of one part
of the economy has increased unemploy-
ment, and further stimulated the exodus from
the countryside to urban areas: undermining
the very basis of these societies.

This is not simply the result of the “free
play of market forces™ but the result of black-
mail and the pressures of international insti-
tutions, acting in the interests of the northern
governments.

We must fight the policies of the IMF-
WB-WTO. These institutions are expressly
designed to defend the interests of the multi-
nationals. It is impossible to reform or demo-
cratise them. They must be dismantled.

The debt must be cancelled.

Structural Adjustment Plans are the iron
shackles for the continued subjection of the
Third World. The enormous debt of the Third
World countries made this subjugation pos-
sible. Debt exploded from $77 bn. in 1970 to
$567 bn. in 1980. The deteriorating econo-
mic situation in the south, and years of high
interest rates, made it simply impossible for
many countries to repay in full. And yet, bet-
ween 1980 and 1992, $1,672 bn. was paid to
the rich countries. In other words, three times
the debt in 1980!

Despite this massive transfer from the
south to the north, by the end of 1995 total
Third World Debt was an incredible $1,921
bn. Interest rates have been lower, but trade
and balance of payments deficits have made
it impossible for many countries to keep up.

Neo-liberal logic is being applied
ruthlessly by the imperialist governments and
their specialised bodies like the International
Monetary Fund, World Bank and World
Trade Organisation.

Repayment of the debt has been imposed
as an absolute priority, alongside the struggle
against budget deficits. Three universal
solutions have been applied indiscriminately:
ending government subsidies, particularly
those on essential items, reorganising the
economy towards exportation, and
privatisation. The multinationals have
snapped up the best bits of the Third World
economies, at rock-bottom prices.
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We are witnessing a process of re-
colonisation, with aggravated exploitation,
reinforced domination, and an absolute (not
just relative) degradation of the living condi-
tions of hundreds of millions of people.
Health care and education are disintegrating,
and many women face additional burdens, in
survival-conditions. Even slavery is on the
increase again. Including the slavery of
children.

We must demand that our governments
unconditionally cancel Third World debt. We
should show solidarity to those groups in the
Third World which struggle in the same
direction, in this particular aspect of the anti-
imperialist struggle. In doing so, we should
naturally respect the tactical choice of prog-
ressive and revolutionary organisations in the
third world, in the particular way they integ-
rate this demand into their overall strategy
for national and social liberation.

No social clauses...

No to the social clauses imposed by the
World Trade Organisation and the EU!
Impose international social rights through the
international struggle of working people!

Social clauses, as they are proposed and
applied today, are a part of international
commercial strategy. Northern institutions
and governments assume the right to impose
minimum social rights, using “sticks™ like
cuts in aid, tariff barriers and import quota
restrictions, and “carrots” lie increased
access to northern markets for those who
comply.

Since 1971, the EU has renewed its
import tariff system every five years. The
current Generalised Preference System was
approved by the Council of Ministers in
1994, and is in force until the end of 1998. It
sets the conditions under which manufac-
tured and semi-manufactured goods, and raw
materials, can enter the single European
market at zero or reduced tariffs.

Article 7 establishes a special regime of
subsidies on the basis of social and
environmental criteria, which will enter into
application in 1998. Under this provision,
countries will receive preferential treatment
for their exports to the EU if they prove that
they effectively implement International
Labour Office (ILO) norms on trade union
rights (Convention #87), the right to
collective negotiations (#98) and minimum
age of workers (#138).

In general, these “social clauses™ directly
benefit the multinationals. They are a form of
hidden protectionism against the countries
and workers of the third world.

They make it easier to push northern
workers into conflict with southern workers
and, in the north, to create an alliance
between workers and employers, which can
only be against the interests of the workers.
To make matters worse, this policy is being
applied under the supervision of the
secretive, anti-democratic and uncontrollable
World Trade Organisation.

...but social progress
Opposition to this type of “social
clauses™ does not mean automatic rejection

of any legal measures, “on principle.” We
could for example impose on the multi-
nationals, in the country where they have
their mother-company, a legal code of
conduct which would oblige them to respect
the ILO conventions in all their plants and
sub-divisions. EU leaders talk a lot about the
European “social model,” but they have
shown no signs of wanting to go rhis way.
The real solution to the unequal social
conditions of workers in different counties
will be found through solidarity between
working classes, north and south. And, in
particular, by the strengthening of the trade
union movement in the dependent countries.
Solidarity to this end should not be
limited to material and organisational “aid,”
although these are indeed important. It'is
important to support the struggle of unionists
in the third world to achieve elementary
social and trade union rights. This would
open the door to a rapid improvement of
working conditions in the south,
progressively eliminated factors of “unfair
competition” within the world of work.

Proletarian unity

As part of the workers movement, we
don’t ignore the social contradictions which
exist inside the countries of the south. This
gives us a particular duty to extend solidarity
to the very difficult struggles of workers and
the poor in these countries for their imme-
diate social demands (wages, employment,
social protection, health care, and environ-
mental protection). :

Despite the difficulties, our perspective
remains that of the necessary and possible
union between proletarians of the north and
the south. Yes, there are great differences in
living standards and working conditions. And
this does not make it easy to build “border-
less” solidarity. But the fact remains that
workers in the north and the south do not
have different, separate interests to defend.

Their struggles are parallel. They face the
same enemy. The third world is not the cause
of unemployment in the third world. and the
relatively high living standard of the workers
in the north is not the cause of poverty in the
third world.

Low paid workers in the south are not
responsible for “dumping” attacks on salaries
in the north. “High” salaries in the north are
not the cause of the non-development of
regions of the south. ;

In fact, the growth of mass unemploy-
ment in the north has occurred in parallel to
the increase in poverty in the south. North
and south, the standard of living of the exp-
loited classes is falling, relative to that of the
capitalist class.

We are witnessing a massive re-
distribution of wealth, which is making the
rich richer, north and south, and the “poor”
poorer, north and south. Reducing wages in
the north will not reduce misery in the South.

We need a globalisation of solidarity to
match the globalisation of world capitalism.
And an anti-capitalist strategy for the labour
and social movements, to match the anti-
social strategy of the multinationals and their
states. *
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The socialist alternative

There is no need to exaggerate
the failures of capitalism. They
speak for themselves The
system’s destructive capacity is
as great as its economic, political
and military power.

The market economy is now sole
master of the world. And the
planet itself is threatened. Misery
is spreading, and democracy is
on the defensive.

This is a system that ensures
freedom to do business for a few,
and a straight-jacket for the rest
of us.

This disaster is not anonymous. It has faces
and names. The list of top multinationals is
public knowledge. The names and addresses
of top directors and top shareholders are in
the records. Their responsibility is clear. So is
the responsibility of the politicians who, oh
so democratically, manage their interests for
them. The European Union (EU) is part of
this system. It’s modest ambition is to add a
few “humanist” trappings.

The “New World Order” born from the
collapse of “communism” and the Gulf War
promised peace, democracy and universal
prosperity. The illusion only lasted a few
years. But what a period! 1990-95 was a
brief but decisive moment in the 20th
Century. Not “midnight™ in the century, but a
terrible silence. Big capital’s ideas machine
seriously tried to convince us that we had
reached “the end of history.” To wipe clean
the memory of the workers movement. To
destroy our historical references. To uproot
the very idea of an alternative society.

The zealot hack ideologists of the capita-
list system sincerely believed in the New
World Order and the end of history. The con-
fusion was much more widespread. And the
fog is only slowly lifting. After the disaster in
Eastern Europe, many people now doubt the
“feasibility” of socialism. Many still identify
socialism with the Stalinist system.

Deep demoralisation

The demoralisation even affects those
who never fell for the old mystification. The
popularity of socialist ideas has shrunk mas-
sively, after 150 years in which socialism,
precisely, gave hope and perspective to
everyday struggles. That isn’t the case any
more. Particularly among younger people,
for whom ecology, peace, aid to the third
world and the marginalised of our own rich
societies provide the contours of a better
society, and it is the anti-racist and anti-
fascist struggle which is the principle source

of radical militancy.
This decline in the popularity of

socialism is also due to the deep loss of

credibility of the labour movement.

The Mitterand years in France
symbolise the incapacity of elected social
democrats to respond to the aspirations of
workers and young people. “Easy
money” did the rest. The traditional
leaderships are increasingly perceived
as part of the “system™ we must
struggle against. They are part of the
problem, rather than part of the
solution.

The working class doesn’t, at the
moment, appear to people as the
generous, rising force which will
deliver society from all forms of
oppression and exploitation.

Instead, the proletariat is rocked by
transformations in the labour
process. And the labour
movement is on the defensive:
struggling obstinately for its
immediate interests, without any
alternative project for society.

Revolt is vital

Workers and all the
oppressed will always resist
and revolt. This is a vital
need, not a question of
ideological motivation. This
class struggle, in the widest
sense, has never halted.
Today there are more,
rather than less reasons to
struggle against the status quo. If wage-
earners, women and young people are to re-
appropriate the socialist project, they will do
so through new major struggles, new ex-
periences which will shape the radical move-
ment to come, and new kinds of organising.

This new socialism will be a combination
of the fundamental aspirations of the world
of work, and modern aspirations like the
desire for rewarding and useful work, control
over our free time, ecology, continuing edu-
cation, responsible citizenship in a multi-
ethnic and multi-cultural society, a new rela-
tionship between men and women, equality,
justice, and a radical, active, democracy,
close to the concerns of the citizen...

The new radicals

This will be mainly the struggle of a new
generation, which will carry the socialist
project forward with all the energy and
audacity that characterises youth. Like each
previous generation, they will adopt their
own symbols, slogans, songs, ways of
working together, and organisational struc-
tures. It will take some time to re-knit the
bonds of solidarity, revitalise organisations,
collectively re-imagine the world to come,
and set off on the revolutionary offensive.

The future has already begun, in the cur-
rent struggle to impose new social priorities.
In the end, this can only be done if society
itself takes control of the major levers and
instruments of the economy.

This means seizing them from a private
sector which has totally failed to do what we
need and desire. These powerful interests
will resist, and Big Capital will have to be
expropriated, whether we call it “national-
isation,” “socialisation,” or “putting into
public service.”

This is not an end in itself, but an
indispensable means of ensuring true
efficiency. A means of proceeding to the
complete renovation of the state, in the
direction of active, daily democracy, in the
workplace and in the places where people
live.

For the first time in history, people’s
votes will have immediate practical effects. A
system in which all social relationships can
evolve towards more equality, more convivi-
ality, more humanity, and more happiness for
everyone. %
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Our International

Ours is the Fourth International.
The fourth, “Trotskyist,” because
the other three disappeared - by
political abdication, or
organisational collapse.

So far so good. But in fact the Fourth
International has a much broader historical,
theoretical and practical foundation.

Ouwrs is a movement in direct continuity
with the socialist left which existed before
the first world war, and the democratic com-
munist left which existed afterwards. If citing
our historical references helps clarify who we
are, we identify with Marx, Engels, Luxem-
burg, Lenin and Trotsky. The many others
who have enriched our analysis and
theoretical work include Tchernichevsky,
Plekhanov, Hilferding, Otto Bauer, Gramsci,
Lukacs, Pannekoek, Kollontai, Che Guevara,
and our leading comrade Ernest Mandel,
who passed away in 1995.

Naturally, one can only build organisa-
tions which can fight for socialist revolution
by rooting oneself in each national context,
and drawing on the best traditions of all the
currents of the local workers movement.

It also means participating in, and lear-
ning from, the main revolutionary experi-
ences of this century: Castrism, Maoism,
Sandinismo, revolutionary populism,
liberation theology, and others.

Open, critical Marxism

The Fourth International is characterised
by an open, critical approach to Marxist
theory. As a result, we have absorbed and
adapted to face the economic, social, political
and cultural transformations which, over the
last 20 years, have changed the face of the
world.

We live in a world based on exploitation
and oppression, inequality and social injus-
tice. Less than ever can the “class struggle”
be reduced to a simplistic confrontation bet-
ween Labour and Capital inside the work-
place. This is certainly where the working
class, the only social force capable of over-
throwing capitalism and leading all of society
towards emancipation, establishes a balance
of forces with capital. But, more than ever,
the proletarian movement works in associ-
ation with other social movements: feminist,
ecological, “third-worldist”, anti-racist,
multi-ethnic, cultural and scientific. Move-
ments for equal rights, against discrimination
on the basis of race, sex, sexual orientation
or nation. Movements all of which confront
the generalised comodification of life, which
devalues things, people, ideas and values.

The Fourth International was born in the
1930s, at the darkest point of the 20th
Century. Stalinism had taken power in the
Soviet Union and in all the Communist
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Parties abroad. Fascist or authoritarian
regimes were in power in Italy, Portugal,
Germany, Spain and France. A militarist,
warmongering wave was sweeping through
the Socialist Parties. All this was leading
towards a terrible world war.

Determined resistance

The Fourth International recognised this
situation, and resisted. We made many sac-
rifices, because we never did a deal with the
rulers of the world: the despotic Soviet
bureaucracy, or western capitalism, in either
its fascist or democratic variants. We held
tight to our double motto: democratic “the
emancipation of the workers will be the
work of the workers themselves,” and inter-
nationalist, “socialism will be international,
or it will not exist.”

Today, the Fourth International is present
in over 40 countries. Not from nostalgia, but
because of militant, political convictions.
Wherever there is exploitation and oppres-
sion, there is resistance and struggle. These
permanent struggles take their full power
whenever they carry the perspective of a
socialist emancipation of humanity. They
will have a chance to succeed if and when
the most conscious and energetic militants
group themselves in a revolutionary socialist
party, which discusses, reflects, acts, and
builds roots.

Stalinism has disappeared, and the social
democrats have gone over to neo-liberalism.
This leaves a large space on the left. To fill
this space, and go forward, we need practical
co-operation and frank debate between all
the anti-capitalist currents, despite their
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