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INTRODUCTIONS

“WHAT KIND OF EUROPE FOR THE EUROPEANS?”

Giulietto Chiesa, Member of the European Parliament

I have the honour to open this seminar promoted with the personal involvement of Prime
Minister Gyula Horn and President Mikhail Gorbachev's inspiration and devoted to the 50th
anniversary of the Treaty of Rome, whose importance is closely intertwined with the breadth
of the impending problems concerning Europe and mankind as a whole. We are all here at a
turning point and will have to face dramatic changes in our lifetime.

It is already clear that the end of the Cold War did not produce a new way of thinking
in international relations. Many challenges that previously were almost invisible became now
dramatically evident and have found no solution. It is clear that in the coming years we will
face huge difficulties affecting the way of life for billions of people in Europe and elsewhere. I
am referring to the environmental crises whose clear sign is climate change, the impending
energy crisis and the deepening of the financial crisis which is provoking uncontrolled
monetary imbalances and has taken the oil price beyond the $ 100 per barrel in recent days.
It will not help to close our eyes to a rapidly developing arms race and the risks of new
conflicts and even wars that are already visible. We need therefore a qualitatively new effort,
a multilateral one, to cope with the new dangers and to invert present trends.

The international institutions leading the world economy and policy in the last 50 years prove
powerless to face these trends and challenges, therefore we need a new international
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architecture. The big question is: which one will we be able to build? The European Union
itself is in serious trouble too and this is of particular relevance in this world context; taking
into account that the European Union is the sole functioning example of a peaceful model for
the solution of supra-national problems. Some of these problems are very complicated indeed
and Europe has not yet succeeded in coping with them but the methods for their solution
seem appropriate, not only for Europe but also for the rest of the world.

What I would like to underline, is that "this" Europe is not threatening and will not be
threatening anybody in any foreseeable future. Europe is and will be in the best position ever
to fulfil a peaceful, constructive and realistic role in international relations. But this in turn will
require that Europe should be able to talk with just one voice and as we know, this is not yet
the case, while it is exactly what we need.

For instance, on the eve of the Bali conference on climate change the world is trying to face
the challenges of poverty, of renewable energies, of fresh water for billions, of menacing
population growth, but it will be difficult for the European Union to find a sufficiently broad
strategic approach if in the first place it is not able to cope with the disturbing vacuum now
existing between its institutions and European citizens. A change in strategies and politics
thus seems necessary, beginning with the Lisbon strategy which in some ways was drawn up
in an unbalanced way in favour of competition, and at the end of the day somehow the
defence of the way of life of millions of European citizens was overlooked. The future of the
European dream depends to a large degree on this question. The market is no longer the
only solution and gross domestic product is not the sole indicator of good sustainable
development, as was declared at a highly significant meeting promoted recently by the

European Commission and European Parliament and the Club of Rome.
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—Szilveszter Vizi, President of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences

This Seminar hosted by the Hungarian Academy of Sciences is devoted to the 50"
anniversary of the Rome Treaty and entitled “European Dream — Promises and Reality”. We
are fortunate to have with us so many distinguished guests with their varying cultural,
economic and spiritual backgrounds.

The 1957 Treaty of Rome established the European Community with the aim of laying the
foundation for ever closer union among the peoples of Europe. Today, two-thirds of people
living across the European Union say that they feel European, and I think that we have made
fantastic progress. The European Union is the largest economy in the world, and it is already
the world's leading exporter and the largest internet trading market. While America has
always seen itself as the great melting-pot, Europeans prefer to preserve their rich cultural
diversity. Nonetheless, this part of the world needs reform to face the expanding knowledge-
based societies of the Far East and the United States. In accordance with this goal, the
Lisbon strategy signed in 2000 aims at establishing a knowledge-based competitive Europe -
turning this promise into a reality.

We have to understand that, in this century, more than ever before, the world will be shaped
by science. Knowledge, especially scientific knowledge, will be the engine of modern society,
providing a very new foundation and new raw materials for the prosperity and well-being of
mankind. In the 21st century, however, only those societies that are open to innovation will
remain competitive worldwide. It is now clear to most decision-makers that economic and
social development is very heavily dependent on intellectual contributions. The European
Union is going to build a knowledge-based society and a knowledge-based economy. If

Europe wants to keep pace with North America and the Far East, then this is a must, but I
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think that there are several problems.

The idea of a ‘European Union’ after 1945 was the wish of many politicians involved in the
rebuilding of the historical continent. At the University of Zurich on September 19, 1946,
Churchill talked about a United States of Europe as the only way to establish a conflict-free
new Europe. He was justified in thinking that the nations and people of Europe surviving the
terrors of the two World Wars were striving for a peaceful coexistence. Churchill said the
following to the students:

" “This noble continent, comprising on the whole the fairest and the most cultivated regions
of the earth, is the home of all the great parent races of the western world. It is the fountain
of Christian faith and Christian ethics. It is the origin of most of the culture, the arts,
philosophy and science both of ancient and modern time. If Europe were once united in the
sharing of its common inheritance, there would be no limit to the happiness, to the prosperity
and the glory which its three or four hundred million people would enjoy.”

And then he stated: "We must build a kind of United States of Europe.” Jean Monnet, who
more than any other single individual was responsible for creating the idea of a common
European community among formerly divided European countries, understood how difficult it
would be to fulfill Churchill’s dream.

Unfortunately, this intention was even more challenged by the emerging bipolar world where
the United States and the Soviet Union stood as enemies and where the countries and
nations of Europe — instead of being unified — were increasingly against each other. This era
was best symbolized by the Berlin Wall, not only dividing the city itself but the whole
continent and the world.

Let me mention that President Gorbachev played a very significant role in changing the world
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by bringing the cold war to an end, and the Soviet satellite states have succeeded in
becoming independent. I think that this was one of the most important steps in the history of
Europe. Hungary took the initiative in this process of transformation when it opened its
borders to East German refugees, finally resulting in the fall of the Iron Curtain. The Foreign
Minister at the time, Gyula Horn, later the Prime Minister of Hungary, took a leading role in
this process. Unfortunately, he cannot be with us due to his illness, but I do greet him now in
the name of us all.

I am convinced that a meeting such as this one is always a good opportunity to a visit
another country, to meet people and to exchange ideas. On behalf of the Hungarian Academy
of Sciences, it is great honour and pleasure for me to welcome all of you who have come all
the way from different countries to Budapest. Thank you for coming, thank you for attending

this Seminar.

Gordon Bajnai, Minister for Regional Development, Hungary

I would like to express some of the views of the Hungarian government on the future of
Europe and the future of Hungary within the European Union. We firmly believe that the next
seven years is going to see a significant turning point in the future of European and
Hungarian history.

In a strange way the major issues that Europe is facing are also true for Hungary. Europe is
facing the issue of not only consolidating the result that it has achieved until now, but also of
taking major initiatives to improve its competitiveness, to modernise its institutions and also
to address some of the new issues that were not in focus a couple of years ago, at least not

to such an extent, like energy policy that is becoming more and more important together with
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climate change. Hungary is also facing similar problems.

First of all though, Hungary needs to consolidate the very rapid pace of change that has
happened to the country during the last 17 years. For many Hungarians it is now that we
realise what it means to accept European freedom but also to accept a European level of
responsibility at an individual level and that means new challenges for all the citizens of
Hungary. This is the year, 2007, when Hungary among other new member countries will
receive the first major influx of European Structural and Cohesion Funds, which will mean
new roads, new bridges, new environmental instruments and new employment facilities
throughout the country. We now have an unprecedented opportunity in our history to join
Europe in an infrastructural and cultural sense.

Towards the end of the seven-year period, in 2011, Hungary will have the chance for the first
time to hold the European Union presidency for the six month period. So, the next five years
is in a way also an intellectual and emotional challenge for Hungary to regain fully a
European identity. Achieving European membership has not simply been a diplomatic task but
it has also been one of the major successes of Hungarian history. We believe that it is not
only for Hungary to consolidate the results it has achieved by joining Europe but it is also for
Europe to start on a new phase of consolidation.

Europe has just accepted a reform treaty which will establish a new framework of cooperation
and this will also enable Europe to start a new period of development. We believe that the
issues to be addressed here reach far beyond institutional and constitutional questions,
therefore the major agenda points that Hungary would like to address as a member of the
European Union are the following.

First of all, unity and co-operation. These principles mean for Hungary that the European
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Union has to concentrate on maintaining its core values and deepening the cooperation
between its countries step by step. This however, should not exclude the possibility of
reinforced or strengthened cooperative arrangements between individual member states as
long as they are open to all member states, and all of these cooperative arrangements have
to serve the unity and the interests of the whole European Union in the long-term.

Second, and this is particularly important for Hungary these days, is modernisation and
competitiveness. In practice, these principles mean for us that countries which have recently
joined Europe or joined long ago have to benefit directly from being members of the
European Union, in the sense of having a long-term, lasting and sustainable impact on the
well-being and the quality of life of the citizens of each country and the citizens of the
European Union. To achieve this, the European Union has to be one of the most competitive
economic models in the world. The Lisbon agenda set this goal in 2000 and while there has
been some progress in this respect we are far from achieving the original target of being the
most competitive economic unit in the world by the year 2010. We believe that the Lisbon
strategy goals have to be reinforced and economic growth and sustainable growth in
employment have to be major targets for the European Union.

It may be symbolic that Hungary, when it launched its 2007 - 2013 New Hungary
Development Plan, gave it the subtitle of "Growth and Employment”. We wanted to show that
Hungary's aims are united with the European Union's aims and are focused on a way of
spending these European Structural and Cohesion Funds that will be identical to the major
Lisbon agenda goals because we agree that stable societies can only exist long-term in a
stable and growing economy.

Unity and cooperation is the first principle; modernisation and competitiveness is the second;

10



and the third is consolidation and openness. The enlarged European Union has to strengthen
its internal cohesion in order to mobilise the existing but unused reserves that exist in it. This
is one of the major targets of the National Development Plan here in Hungary too: how to
bring in those regions which up to now have been losers in the rapid acceleration towards an
accession to the European Union; how to bring in those who were on the losing side. Millions
of people in Hungary and tens of millions of people in the new Europe have been excluded
from the results of rapid development recently and we have to bring them on board, not just
because it is @ moral obligation, which it is, but also because the mobilisation of economic
and cultural reserves could serve the further growth of Europe.

We also believe that the openness and the improvement of the foreign-policy initiatives of the
European Union are important interests. Further expansion and extension of the European
Union has to be based on the acceptance of common values and the fulfilment of the
cohesion criteria. Hungary has very strong and clear interests - economic, national, policy and
security interests - in cooperation with all the countries in our region, with those who are
members of the European Union and with those who are not yet members. We intend to
actively support these countries in the future.

The fourth principle is security. We believe that with the new challenges in our world, the
European Union and its member states have to be able to produce all the proper criteria that
secure the well-being and security of the members of the European Union. It is the key
intention of Hungary to strengthen the whole of the security of the European Union. In order
to achieve this, there is an urgent need to achieve a common foreign and security policy in
the European Union and to further deepen and strengthen co-operation within it.

We see the year 2011, when Hungary will hold the European presidency, as a challenge and
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as an opportunity. We believe that Hungary does have a character and a face within the
European Union; however, over the next four years we intend to invest heavily to make this
visible at a time when we will have this unique chance to show our face to the world. Unity,
this is the Jubilee codeword for the 50-year-old European Union, this word contains a number
of messages for us, probably more messages than before. We believe that with this union we
will be able to bring closer all that Europe means to the citizens of Europe, the everyday
citizens from Ireland to Cyprus, from Estonia to Portugal and all European citizens will be able
to live, feel and experience what a greater Europe, a Europe working in union can mean for

them. This is what we will work for in the coming years.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESSES

Mikhail Gorbachev, President of the World Political Forum

I think we need to be very clear about the terms. Some think that Europe, as De Gaulle once
said, is a Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals, but at the end of the 1980s we started to
talk about something that really reflected what was happening at that time, that is Europe
from Vancouver to Vladivostok. This, I think, is now being forgotten, some are now trying to
say the European Union is now all of Europe; well, the European Union is the European Union
but there is more than just that in Europe and I wanted to say that first.

We should build a Europe not just by expanding the European Union, we should be building
Europe also from the East. There are enormous changes happening in the East of Europe, in
Russia, in Ukraine and Belarus, in other countries that are not part of the European Union. I
believe that we need to talk about a Greater Europe, we want Greater Europe to be built on
the common values that we all recognize. We want it to develop, to come closer together, to
be more co-operative and we should talk about the problems that really exist within this
process because it is a difficult process.

I would like to say that it is notable that this conference coincides with the 50th anniversary
of the signing of the Treaty of Rome. This was a historic initiative and I would like to say that
it really has been a great success and it has showed the world an example of the potential of
Europe. This conference is also taking place 18 years after the fall of the Berlin Wall and 17
years after the signing in Paris of the Charter for a New Europe. All of these landmarks, all of
these steps were essential and the building of this new Europe that we talk about today, the

new European Union that we see today, would have been impossible without these important
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steps towards a new Europe. All of these steps are important, indispensable in building a new
united and greater Europe. This would be a Europe that would really deserve the name of the
common European house.

I remember that we started promoting this idea of a common European home at the very
start of Perestroika. I think that we need to continue to develop our vision and to look
beyond the horizon. It would not be an exaggeration to say that it was during those years in
the late 1980s that our continent for the first time in many decades felt that it was a whole,
felt that it had a single destiny, a common destiny. The Charter of Paris was a common
strategy. This was the commitment that we took at the highest European level in Paris in
1990. Unfortunately, the Charter of Paris was undeservedly forgotten in the 1990s.

I think that what was written in the Charter of Paris was and continues to be the goal for all
of us and that we should be guided by it. Those were not the demands of one state
presented to others, it was not a document of pressure, it was a charter signed on behalf of
the nations; the goal was a united and free Europe without dividing lines. You can expand on
that idea but those are the most important points and I think that we have not yet achieved
that goal.

During meetings within the World Political Forum we are always very frank, we talk frankly as
a civil society organisation, we are not looking at the opinion of governments, we are
engaged in a frank discussion and I am inviting you to discuss this issue that I have just
outlined very frankly. On the one hand, there is the fact that Europe has overcome the Cold
War confrontation. The European Union is now indeed an association of 27 European states
with a strong economy and with a standard of living among the highest in the world. In the

eastern part of our continent, as has been said already, there is also a process of transition to

14



democracy and I think that this too is a contribution to building a new Europe. Of course we
must think about how best to establish cooperation between these two parts of Europe.
These two parts of Europe need each other.

The goals, the objectives in Europe are the same: building a democratic state, building a
market economy and building a civil society. On the other hand, if we look at our rapidly
changing world, we see that the potential of Europe is not being used to its full extent. We
should compare the dreams, the promises of politicians and the hopes of the peoples with
what has really been achieved. Of course the accomplishments of the European Union cannot
be denied. I am among those who think very highly of what has been achieved as part of the
European process, of the process of building a united European Union, and I do not share the
doubts that are sometimes expressed about the future of the European Union. Peace
between nations that used to be at war, economic growth, the creation of an attractive social
model, all of this has been achieved within a very short period of time and this I think
indicates that we can characterise the European Union project as very successful.

Of course any system has its limits in terms of scope, in terms of scale and in terms of the
pace of growth. Over the past few years we have seen that the European Union is probably
reaching its limits in terms of the ability to absorb all that it has acquired over the years. This
is very difficult; the fact that the draft European constitution was rejected in France and in
Holland was very disturbing and people started using the term crisis. I think it is normal that
when building a project such as the European project that there are such crises. I would say
that there are difficulties but I do not think that it is the kind of crisis that would result in
collapse, in total upheaval. Sometimes in Russia, people characterise it in this way, but I don't

agree with that view.
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I believe that the difficulties in certain countries that have recently acceded to the European
Union sometimes create difficulties for the mechanisms of the European institutions. Now that
the Lisbon treaty has been signed, the immediate crisis or difficulty within the European
Union has been overcome. But the Lisbon agreement is a technical solution. What we need is
political rethinking and this can only be the result of the common efforts of politicians,
intellectuals and the society as a whole. We have to work with society, we should not exclude
the people; these are not decisions taken behind closed doors. If that happens we will see a
repetition of what we saw in Holland and in France. What happened there was perhaps partly
a result of how the constitution had been drafted but it was also because, even though we all
know that European Union countries are democratic countries, the process was not quite
democratic and the referenda where people speak showed that - so another lesson has to be
learned.

Our meeting is part of the effort to solve some of the difficulties that we are facing and move
forward. I believe that one of the main priorities is for the European Union to find a clear and
independent voice in global affairs. The voice of Europe, the involvement of Europe should be
clear and visible. Once we've dealt with the internal problems of the new Europe we must
make this greater Europe, the new Europe, the locomotive for the world. In building a new
international order, Europe is the best partner because of its historical experience, its cultural
experience and its experience in engaging people of different religions and ethnic groups.
Europe in this sense is a marvellous example and has marvellous human potential; it is a
laboratory for the world because in a global world all these processes become really
important.

The fact that international politics today is stumbling, and this is disturbing for all of us, has
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resulted from the break-up of the Soviet Union, from the coming on stage of a new
generation of political leaders and from the lack of a united political voice in Europe. As a
result we have seen a war in Europe. Let me repeat this, we saw a war in Europe, in the
Balkans, in Yugoslavia. We should all be ashamed of that. Some of our colleagues here were
involved or were silent when this was happening and I think that we should all be ashamed.

I also think that what we have seen recently in the world and what led us to the war in Iraq,
and not only the war in Iraq, has raised a number of issues. It was a blow to the UN, to
international law, a big blow; this too could have been avoided. This shows that here again
Europe did not quite measure up to its potential, it actually put up with a situation in the
world where the United States has monopoly leadership. I am convinced that this is because
one major problem has not been solved and that is, how does Europe, the European Union,
deal with Russia.

A greater Europe can only happen if Russia is part of it. Otherwise Europe will, I believe, not
have a really big voice in the world.

Russia and Europe: We know today that Russia is not asking for membership of the European
Union; the European Union too understands that she could not become a member any time
soon. I am not saying that this is forever.

I believe that one of the central issues for building a new Europe is to search for a format of
the relationship that would remove all the obstacles to co-operation and involvement of the
European Union and Russia. This, I think, will give Europe a much bigger voice, it will give all
of us @ much better voice and will, I'm sure, reveal the true potential of all of us. So this is
what I would like to raise for discussion and again repeat that without building a new

relationship with Russia, the potential of Europe, the role of Europe that the world is looking
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and waiting for, is really unthinkable.

Another very important priority is to develop a common European position on global
problems. Europe must speak out on issues such as the environment, terrorism and non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Europe must be an example in the development
of a new alternative model of globalisation, an alternative to social Darwinism, to chaos, to
the division of the world. I do believe that Europe can take this initiative and must take this
initiative. Why should Europe be a follower of the policies of others? Europe should generate
policies, Europe should defend its policies while, of course, respecting the interests of other
countries; Europe cannot be a successful project if it is built on an anti-American basis.
Finally, the third priority is the relationship with Russia, based on some kind of treaty. There
was a treaty between the European Union and Russia which is expiring but a new agreement
has not been signed and attempts to draft it have not been successful. I think that the most
acceptable formula for a future treaty between Russia and the European Union is that it
should be some kind of advanced partnership. So, let's discuss what kind of advanced
partnership. I'm concerned that more and more people in Russia are speaking about the
possibility of Russia choosing a non-European path, re-orienting Russia's political and
economic links to the east, to Asia, and many people in Europe doubt the ability of Russia to
build a true democracy.

Russia, however, is often criticised unfairly. I believe that alienation between Russia and the
European Union is a very dangerous tendency and we must not allow it to happen. It would
be really destructive for all of us, not just for the Europeans but for the whole world. As a
result of it, we could see a Europe not from the Atlantic to the Urals but from Brest to Brest.

As a result of it, we would fail to make Europe a pole of great importance and influence in the
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world, a centre of power in the world. This is important. It is not just an ambition for Europe
to become a power centre, it is important for the world and for balance in the world. If this
does not happen, the global processes will be even more unpredictable and this is why I
believe it would be dangerous and unacceptable if this negative inertia in relations between
the European Union and Russia continued. I fully understand that responsibility for the
current unsatisfactory relationship between Russia and the European Union is borne by both
sides but this also means that efforts to correct the situation should be made by both sides
too.

So trust Russia, trust the people of Russia. When things were bad in Russia, when Russia was
in a state of upheaval, when it was not at all clear what the future of Russia would be, our
western partners were applauding Russia; now our western partners are unhappy. At that
time they were saying: ‘Why are you selling natural gas at different prices to the former
Soviet republics? Why are you providing price benefits to Georgia, to Ukraine, to Belarus, to
Armenia? Prices should be set by the market’. Now we have market-based prices and we're
being criticised by our partners for that.

So what happens is a situation similar to the story of Hodja Nasreddin and Bukhara. When he
was riding a donkey he was criticised for being an old donkey riding a young donkey, but
then he wanted to carry the donkey on his back he was criticised for that as well. So we in
Russia are always being criticised. I think that we should get more understanding and I would
like to add that for Russia the most important partner for the sale of natural gas, for the sale
of our resources and also for modernising our country is the European Union.

So, we should set this goal for an advanced partnership between Russia and the European

Union, we should get closer economically and culturally and technologically without any
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political constraints, without any political pretensions. Russia will continue to move along its
democratic path but you have to understand that we are, at best, only halfway through that
process, we still have a long way to go. If we do not get real understanding from our
partners, it will make the path more difficult and it will make understanding more difficult.
Finally, let me say that we have gathered at a time when there is a lot of talk in the world
that the centre of gravity in world development is moving towards Asia, to the Pacific region.
I have great respect for the East, I have made great efforts to improve relations between our
country and our neighbours in the region, with Japan, China, India and Korea. I believe that
underestimating Europe and its strategic potential would be a major mistake.

Still, T believe that what is happening is that the hour of Europe is coming in international
affairs. I believe that Europe is coming, that Europe has a chance, an opportunity that it must
not miss. If it does not become a Greater Europe, if it does not contribute robustly to building
a new international order then I am afraid that we will see a global time of troubles; but if
Europe does live up to its mission, then everyone will gain, the Europeans and the world will
gain from that.

Ferenc Gyurcsany, Prime Minister of the Republic of Hungary

Please allow me to respect the traditions of this forum and so I will not make political
statements but rather share some dilemmas with you.

I can see that this current period in global politics is defined more by mechanisms that are
trying to pull down existing systems rather than construct new ones. I would like to refer to
three major deconstruction mechanisms. The first, if I go in chronological order, is
something that started 350 years ago with the tradition that was created with the Treaty of

Westphalia whereby the main protagonists of international politics, states, became the main

20



protagonists of public law. There is a challenge to this from two sides. One is the growing
strength of the organised civil world that often appear as anti-globalisation movements and
question traditional institutional systems. I can see a number of positive elements behind
these movements even if they can be very conflictual in appearance. The second element is
perhaps more tragic, namely that there are non-public stakeholders in the international arena
such as international terrorists who do not fit into the public state structure created at
Westphalia. The traditional public systems and the challenges that they pose cannot be
managed in this framework.

The second deconstruction process is all that happened in the 40 or 50 years up until the
1990s. I do not want to go into detail on the deconstruction of this bipolar world. The third is
the restructuring of Europe, the redrawing of Europe if you like, where the most complicated
and painful events are what is happening in the Balkans. These are the three major
transformation or deconstruction processes that we have seen in the past few decades.
What can the response to these be? I have to admit that as a politician I see the greatest
challenges in the strongly globalising economic and commercial world and the cultural
integration needed to keep pace with this process. Neither human nor institutional
globalisation can sustain the pace. There are no strong actors, no strong institutions able to
maintain a balance with regard to a global commercial business world. That former balance
has toppled and with it the earlier conditions within the nation states that existed. Maybe the
political and economic factors in the public structures could maintain a kind of balance but in
general it has resulted in a number of disappointments.

I believe that our aim should be to strengthen global political integration through bodies such

as the United Nations and I also believe that with globalisation we will not need less but more
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political integration. I also believe that we should support and urge trade unions and NGOs
to follow the traditional path and play a strong global role in achieving integration.

I am a deeply committed pro-European but I also agree with those who think that Europe
and the European Union are not necessarily concepts that correspond to each other. The
success of Europe was secured by the fact that it was a receptive culture, it was able to
absorb within its own culture different religious and cultural identities and I would like to
warn the European Union against looking at itself as the sole representative of Europe’s
historical and cultural heritage because I think the reality is more colourful, open and
complex than what we can see in the organisational forms of the European Union. I think
that it is our obligation to extend enlargement to countries of the western Balkans but I think
it is equally important for the European Union to use a wide palette of enhanced cooperation
measures and have intensive neighbourhood policies to respond to the challenges that come
from both the Mediterranean and eastern areas. The only way to respond to these
challenges is not to think in black-and-white terms of whether someone either is or is not a
member of the European Union but between the extremes of full membership and
independent nation state there should be multilevel partnership relationships and other
institutional forms.

There are several challenges that Europe has to face and one of those of course is Russia, we
cannot avoid that. I believe that our interest is to make sure that Europe can maintain an
open strategic partnership with Russia. Russia has taken a very difficult and complicated
direction in the last 17 years and this transformation involves political and economic systems
alike. Some signs of this transformation are very similar to what we saw in certain countries

of the European Union and some elements are very different. Because of this very
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characteristic development in Russia there will be long-term differences as concerns
democracy and human rights; there will be differences between Russia and the European
Union, there is no doubt about that. In terms of the standpoint of the European Union we
have to work towards making sure that there is open, sustained dialogue that is not about
lecturing or scolding each other but rather about understanding. Criticism from either side
should not be from a position of assumed supremacy but from the full knowledge that the
different countries of this huge area have very different histories and of course the
consequences are still to be seen today.

I would like to be even more specific, if I may. Russia is claiming its place in shaping global
politics ever more assertively, there is an increase in national self-confidence and self
consciousness and this is partly supported by that internal strength one source of which is
obviously energy resources and the tremendous revenues that they generate. My impression
is that Russia is testing its possible role and I can also see the world testing and checking
how to co-operate with Russia in this situation. In recent times we have heard so much about
conflict on both sides, I can see a certain oversensitivity and overreaction, there is a certain
tendency towards mutual fear governing our politics and I can see that there is perhaps a
little less openness to find solutions and that is what is needed.

I think the real lesson we have learned from the 20th century is that neither Europe nor the
world can think about long term stability, peace and quiet without first seeing peace and
stability in Russia and an open partnership between the world and Russia. I am very
definitely against any kind of policy that would be directed towards isolation of any kind and
anyone who tries to lock out the other party will end up locking out themselves.

Many people raise the question of whether energy in the hands of Russia is more than just a
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simple natural resource or commodity. It has not become a strategic asset in the hands of
Russia and independently of Russia, energy itself has become of strategic importance. It is a
strategic resource and it is very obvious that an imbalance has developed. This imbalance is
mutual, it is not one-sided. On the one hand, it is true that Europe is largely dependent on
energy supplies from Russia but let us make it very clear, in terms of gas Russia practically
has no other buyer apart from Turkey and the European Union - there is mutual
interdependence. This is of course not a balanced mutual interdependence because Russia
has some $500 billion in reserves. Russia can go on without supplies for two months but we
cannot. However, I think it is true that on both sides there is less mutual threat than the
parties try to demonstrate.

On the other hand, it is also true that this situation is not symmetrical, the seller is dominant
and this is strengthening the position of Russia and I do not think there has been the
necessary political reaction from the European side. We have this fragmented structure on
the European side: nation-state based competitive energy buyers, while on the seller's side
you see oligopolistic or monopolistic state control. I think the solution has to be consolidation
on an economic and commercial basis with political support.

My impression is that in terms of the military partnership and competition there is no
alternative to partnership and co-operation. Much more trust and stronger partnership
arrangements are necessary because certain developments over the past few months are
certainly risky even though I do not think we face a return to the 70s and the 80s.

I think that in the Middle East we will continue to see a certain level of insecurity in the long
term and there are several reasons for this. We will see it in Islamic fundamentalism and

terrorism and Iran's nuclear programme and the trans-Caucasian and trans-Caspian region -
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this profound transformation that is in progress in our region. Obviously, there are
competitive aspects that we have to respect and this is equally true for Russia and the United
States. In the short term I think this rivalry will continue because this instability is fed by a
number of sources and this will remain for a number of decades.

I think that Kosovo is basically a European challenge and if the European Union is unable to
contribute to an effective settlement in Kosovo then our common foreign and security policy
will prove to be an illusion. We cannot expect the United States to play a leading role in
Kosovo, this is something where the European Union must be a protagonist. I think Hungary
has a thousand and one reasons to be supportive and vigilant and I think we should try to
avoid a situation where a lot of effort invested in a settlement in Kosovo leads to new types
of insecurities generated in the region. We should make sure that there is peace and stability
not only in Kosovo but in the entire region, Serbia included. I think it is very important that
while solving one problem, we should not generate others. This is why we should make
substantial efforts in the coming weeks and months to make sure that we can see all of these
matters in the proper context.

This region of Europe is not very easy to understand for those who are not very aware of the
history of the region. There has been so much trouble with peoples and religions, the
intermingling of all of these, wars between neighbours, unjustified unreasonable conflicts
generated by feelings of national supremacy, it is very easy to be nationalistic in this region,
you do not need to be brave to feel this way. In this region radicalism and nationalism are
the weapons of the cowards, the weapon of those who do not dare to apply proper openness
to neighbouring people, those who labour under facile impressions of national supremacy.

The only solution is to be respectful of each other, to be democratic and to co-operate and
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the European Union provides an excellent framework for that, even if we see that the Union
itself does not solve the issues, it is just a framework.

I am very pro-European here but we must solve these issues at home, it is not Brussels that
will solve the debates arising from national policies and we need a bilateral sensitivity here.
The nation-states of this region have not been independent for a long time and some of
these nation-states are in a historical sense very young. They must have openness to
understand that these nation-states have a different level of national sensitivity. The
transition to democracy is very difficult, teaching or educating each other is very easy, but I
say that first of all we have to do our homework, we have to become democratic ourselves

on an individual basis and only then can we go on with real partnership and co-operation.

26



Mikhail Gorbachev

I think that the most important thing happening today in Europe and in the world is that we
are living in a new framework and we do not yet know how to master this process. We can
only do that if we co-operate strongly and in this regard the European Union is a successful
project and is a good laboratory, not only for Europe but also for the world. But I also agree
that we are still far from the creation of a new mechanism for this new reality and these new
times.

When people say Europe and Russia, I do not think it is the correct way to put it. Russia is
also Europe. Here in Hungary, too, we hear people speaking about Russia as though it were
not part of Europe. I think that squeezing Russia out of Europe would be a serious mistake,
maybe it is just a semantic kind of thing when we talk about Russia and the European Union
(and that is the right way of putting it) because there are other countries that are not part of
the European Union and relations are important with those countries. When we say relations
between Russia and the European Union we are referring to intra-European relations, to a
relationship within Europe and that relationship is very important. I very much share your
views that we should bear in mind both the past, and the lessons that we should learn from
the past, and the fact that only by uniting our efforts can we make Europe a powerful centre
in the world. And the world needs such a centre of gravity, such a centre of power. I do
appreciate your remarks on this.

Some people think that building a new Europe is mostly about expanding the European
Union. What about the events in the Soviet Union and the changes that happened in our
country? That had an impact on Europe and the world. The process of change in Russia is

continuing and we are just halfway through. You are totally right when you say that Russia is
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a challenge, Russia is a difficult country to reform but we are reforming it and we are in that

transition phase and we should convey that thought to our European friends.
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PLENARY SESSION I

European example: security, integration, democracy

Chair: Sir Rodric Braithwaite, Former Ambassador of the UK to the USSR

The subject we have is the European example: in terms of security, integration and
democracy. It seems to me that we can look at it in two ways. We can look at what we have
achieved and perhaps congratulate ourselves on that. We can look at the problems we face in
the field of security, integration and democracy and consider whether Europe is still, for the
outside world, the example that we like to think it has been up till now, with the successive
waves of enlargement, which have indeed brought security. They have increased the
economic integration of the continent and they have strengthened democracy in the number
of European countries where democracy was very insecure up till now. I think that in all
those areas we now face substantial challenges in Europe on security; we are trying to
develop a common security and foreign policy. On integration there is a question about how
much further economic integration can go in Europe. On democracy of course there is a real
problem amongst the older as well as the new members of the European Union as to whether

the democratic aspirations of ordinary people are in fact recognized and reflected in Brussels.

Laszlo Kovacs, European Commissioner for Taxation and Custom Union

We can all agree that the 50 years of European integration starting with the signing of the
Rome Treaty has really been a success story. The Cold War division has faded away, now we
have a strong community of 27 countries with a population of nearly half a billion people.

There is no single member state that would like to leave the European Union, to abandon
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integration. But there are nearly 10 states from the Balkans, from Eastern Europe which
would like to join. The values and principles on which European integration has been
established and extended are now shared throughout Europe, including even non-EU
countries. Values and principles like freedom, democracy and the rule of law, respect for
human rights, human dignity and fundamental freedoms, market economy and social
inclusion.

The historic mission of European integration enshrined in the Rome Treaty has been fulfilled.
But today there are two new, closely interrelated historic missions. The first is to meet the
expectations of more than 490 million citizens who expect better life, more security, more
solidarity and sustainability because they want to share the achievements of integration with
their children and grandchildren. And the twin of this mission is the package of global
challenges which are to be tackled. The global competition in which the European Union and
its member states should be successful otherwise we will not have the resources to meet the
expectations of our citizens. The security of our energy supplies since we are very much
dependent on energy imports. The new challenge of climate change and global warming,
closely interrelated with energy production. Furthermore, helping the developing countries,
managing and possibly preventing regional crises more successfully, combating organised
crime and international terrorism. These are the global challenges that the European Union
should tackle.

The European Union has got proper instruments. Flagship strategies like the Lisbon strategy
for growth, jobs and competitiveness, the integrated strategy of energy and climate change
policy, the common foreign and security policy. We also have community policies that target

each and every major issue.
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The European Union has more or less the same economic power and potentials as the USA. It
is the number one trading bloc, it has got by far the largest competitive single market. But
there are some other important features like its ethnic, cultural, linguistic and even religious
diversity, political and ideological pluralism. These make the European Union an attractive
place for individuals who want to come to work or to live here, for companies who come and
invest and for countries who would like to join. These features make the European Union a
target of dreams for many people, mostly those living in poor countries in Africa, Asia or Latin
America. There are hundreds of thousands of refugees arriving in order to save their lives
from civil wars, epidemics, poverty, misery. Hundreds of thousands coming to seek jobs or
simply to have a better life. On their way to Europe, thousands are risking and even losing
their lives and the EU does have the moral obligation to save them. However, we have to be
realistic. These refugees, these immigrants are considered as a threat by many EU citizens, a
threat to their jobs, to their social system, to their pension or to their security.

The total rejection of migration to the European Union is of course unacceptable from a moral
point of view, from the point of view of solidarity but also from the point of view of ageing of
our societies, which is another major challenge. By the year of 2010 the rate of mortality will
be higher in Europe than the rate of fertility and it will result in a shortage of labour-force, it
will result in serious pressure on and a serious challenge to the pension system and the rules
of retirement. We need to open channels for legal migration as the appropriate alternative to
black labour, even slave labour, to the social exclusion of migrants, which is the hotbed of
criminality and even sometimes the hotbed of terrorism. Legal migration however is a
contribution to prosperity and cultural diversity. That is what we Europeans should promote.

Recently the European Commission adopted a package of measures to save the lives of illegal
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migrants by sending them back home but at the same time to facilitate legal migration and
establish the socio-economic rights for migrant workers and even their families. The
integration of migrants and migrant communities is of extreme importance because social
exclusion of migrants fuels criminality. On the other hand it also fuels populist, extremist,
xenophobic forces and parties who try to profit from the fears and even try to further
increase the fears of the public in Europe. Integration is a process of mutual accommodation.
Both by the authorities and, I underline, by the society of the European home countries of
migrants, and also on the other side, the process of accommodation on behalf of the migrant
communities. We have the appropriate instruments to raise public awareness and tolerance in
the member states of the European Union, to make them understand that integrated migrant
labour can contribute to the Lisbon objectives of growth, jobs and competitiveness. Another
effective instrument is interfaith and intercultural dialogue and I just want to remind you that

the year of 2008 will be the year of international cultural dialogue.

Samir Amin: Director of the Third World Forum, Egypt

Is The European Project Viable?

Euphoric discourses about the « European Project » provide daily bread and butter for the
majority of politicians on the continent, both from the left and right wing. Only, so it would
seem, “populist” extremist supporters (supposedly divided up into far right and far left
wingers) oppose the project which would be without alternative for the future of the
concerned peoples. And yet, indicators of growing disillusionment of these peoples are not
lacking.

The European Project is, in fact rather odd: it attempts, especially since the Maastricht Treaty
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(1992), to reducing the margins of manoeuvre of national economic policies without making a
governance of substitution emerge in return at the level of the Union! In other words, the
European Union operates, in actual terms, as the most perfectly “globalised” region on Earth
in the most brutal sense of the word (annihilation of the margin of autonomy of the States).
This is not of course the case for the United States, or not even the case in the other regions
of the world where, the State, even if fragile and vulnerable, remains in principle master of
the decisions it makes, the “only” restriction being the rules imposed by the WTO (which also
has in perspective the same project of progressive annihilation of the rights and prerogatives
of States). Europe is then ahead of the rest of the world in the Great Leap into regression.
This self-inflicted mutilation by European States relates to all aspects of economic life: there
no longer exists in Europe any monetary or foreign exchange, budgetary, employment or
industrial policies.

The ECB has prohibited itself implementing any kind of monetary policy, to which, it has
substituted the exclusive objective of guaranteed “price stability through absolute prohibition
imposed to States to finance their deficit via « their » central banks”; so it claims. By
operating thus, it no longer has any public interlocutor (neither the States, nor the Union) it
would be accountable for its policy. That deflationist option constitutes in principle a
permanent additional obstacle to revitalizing the economy.

The ECB cannot implement any active foreign exchange policy either, the objective of which
(a « strong » or « weak » Euro) should be defined by a public interlocutor which no longer
exists. The government of the United States has, on the contrary, kept all its authority in the
area of monetary policy. Consequently, Washington decides whether the dollar will be strong

or weak, while the euro can only acknowledge that decision and adjust to it. Let us add that

33



the dollar standard is in fact an oil/dollar standard: oil prices are set in dollar and the United
States make all possible efforts, if necessary through military interventions (as was the case
in Iraq) to prohibit producer countries to sell their oil against payments in euro. As a fact,
European States have so far refused to play that game and “grieve” their friend of the other
side of the Atlantic. Thus weakened, the euro cannot, like the dollar, become an international
currency. The actual potential competitor of the dollar is not so much the euro than the
Chinese yuan.

The «Stability Pact» has tolled the bell to all possibilities of implementing budgetary policies.
That option was justified by resorting to a doubtful theory of the equivalence of coverage of a
deficit of public finance by taxation or borrowings. That justification is, as a fact, futile as the
Pact limits to 3% maximum authorized deficit, and to 60% of the GDP maximum level of
indebtedness! Neither the United States, nor any other country in the world (to the exception
of semi-colonies under domination of the IMF's administration!), have inflicted themselves
such a mutilation qualified as simply “ridiculous” — rightfully so — by Prodi (who did not draw
any consequences from his assessment).

The abolition on principle of all forms of national industrial policy (under the pretext that
transparent « competition » - i.e., without protection or subsidies — lead to the most efficient
allocation of investments) and employment policy, which is abandoned to the sole laws of the
market (flexibility being thought to resolve the problems!), reinforced by the dismantlement
of public services and privatisation, has not been compensated — if only partially — by
community policies. There is no “industrial Europe” or “social Europe” on the immediate
agenda. No doubt that, from this view, Europe is drawing closer to the model which has

always been the one adopted by the United States; having, at present, very far on the path
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to committing itself to breaking away with all traditions, which in the XIX", then XX
centuries were at the origin of its successes. Still in the United States, however, there exists
indeed a strategy of the military-industrial industry which is strongly backed by the State (in
spite of the “liberal” discourse which is, by far, more advanced than the one held in Europe.
It is amusing to note that the only couple of breakthroughs achieved by European technology
(Airbus and the Arian rocket launcher) were achieved through public service interventions,
and that, if these were left to private initiative, these two successes would simply never have
occurred!

In a specific area — the one of agriculture — Europe has indeed implemented an active and
community based policy, freed from doctrinaire liberalism. That policy has given enviable
results; it has enabled modernisation of family agriculture, extension of farm areas and
intensive use of equipment, greater specialisation, guaranteed prices that ensure balanced
income between farm workers and urban workers, and finally produced important (even too
important!) surpluses for export. How much did that policy cost? No doubt, half the budget of
the European Community, but that budget is insignificant (less than 1% of member countries
GDP). It is common knowledge that today, the CAP is being questioned.

Being the second most important area of expenditure of the Union (a third of the budget),
regional policies are based on serious ambiguities and convey outdated political ambitions.
Their objective is not so much the reduction of inequalities (among the States of the Union
and within the individual regions which constitute them) than supporting their capacities to
“face competition”, which supposedly, is by itself holder of progress for all (doctrinaire
liberalism is never questioned, in spite of its utter state of incoherence highlighted both by

history and present times). In that logic, support to the least developed countries is thus
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compelled to decrease in importance (at least relatively) after the inclusion of CEEC in the
Union. Being principally articulated around the support to regions for their expenditures on
infrastructure and education, the implemented regionalisation policies have rather made
inequalities more acute and given preference to the “promising regions” in places opened to
global competition (like Bavaria, Lombardy or Catalonia). Here, the pursued political objective
is, in fact, to reduce the importance of “national entities” to the advantage of “regional”
preferences. Globalised liberalism has always had preference for smaller rather than larger
States, because dismantling of State prerogatives is always easier in the first case. Within the
European Union, preference is given to “Bavarian”, “Catalan”, or “Lombard” positions rather
than to the positions of Nations (always suspected of being “chauvinistic” drifts).

In the end, the conceptions which dominate the visions of the enlargement of the Union are
not of a different nature than the ones on which the United States have based their project of
integrating Latin America into a vast free trade zone of the Americas. These forms of union
are designed to widen the gaps, within peripheral partners, (Latin America on the one hand,
and Eastern Europe on the other) between well integrated and advantaged small zones under
control of dominant capitalist centres (the United States on the one hand, and Germany on
the other) and huge fallow reserves left adrift. The discourse — which contends “catching up”
will occur by itself thanks to growing flows of private foreign direct investment — has
evidently no other function than propaganda. But, while the peoples of Latin America reject
the extension of the free trade zone at continental scale and fight the United States on that
ground, Eastern Europe is welcoming with the most basic naivety its twin project concocted
by the oligopolies of Western Europe!

Cooperation policies between the Union and Sub-Saharan Africa have never been other than

36



|II

“neo-colonial” and have perpetuated confinement of the continent in a « pre-industrial »
state. The liberal stand of the Union, which governs the Cotonou Agreement (2000) and so
called “regional economic partnership” agreements (REPA) worsen that adverse evolution.
Africa is, from that perspective, subject to a “programmed exclusion” (Cf. S. Amin et alii,
Afrigue. renaissance ou exclusion programme? 2005). In fact, “open globalisation” associated
with the fettering of the continent in a pre-industrial state is, indeed, a strategy implemented
to give dominant transnational capital the means to loot the natural resources of Africa at low
expense. But then, one needs to know that looting will benefit more US transnational firms
than European ones. In that perspective of the planned decline of Africa, cooperation policies
(now qualified as being a “partnership”!) between the European Union and ACP countries are
bound to progressively decrease in importance to the benefit of other initiatives in the
direction of Latin America, Asia and the Mediterranean. But, up to now, nothing indicates
those initiatives could innovate and take distance from the logics of expansion of
transnational capital. As for so-called Euro-Mediterranean projects, they are deprived of all
potential impact because of the de-facto adhesion of Europeans to Washington and Tel Aviv's
initiatives, in spite of rhetoric gymnastics performed here and there. (Cf. S. Amin et A. El
Kenz, /e monde arabe, 2005).

The European project, as it stands, pushes to the absurd adhesion to logics systematically
unfavourable to a successful economic expansion of the continent. The question needs then
to be asked; why take such options.

The only reasonable answer that could be given to that question is that the option was taken

dominant big capital because this was its means — the only possible one — to crush the social

power that workers in Europe (in the first place, working classes) had conquered after two
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centuries of struggle. The collapse of the soviet system offered that opportunity. The option

|Il

was then perfectly “rational”, but of course, stemmed from short-term policy logic which has
always had spontaneous preference of the capital. Absurd was the behaviour of socialist and
socio-democratic European parties which believed the collapse of communist parties would
benefit them, when, the objective of the liberal strategy was eliminating them all, the ones
after the others.

The project then, as it stands, suits the United States, and this is indeed the reason why
Washington sees no “menace” looming from a “competition efficient” Europe. As a fact, the
relative stagnation in which Europe trapped itself because of that extreme form of liberal
option facilitates the financing of the US deficit which, in turn, is caused by the leadership
position that Washington persists claiming it has. Stagnation produces indeed excess profits
which, from lack of investment opportunities in the expansion of European productive
systems, are invested on the United States’ financial markets.

For all those reasons mentioned above a “European” productive system does not exist, and
the European institutions have not been conceived in a way conducive to it. The ruling
liberalism, inbuilt into those institutions, is dismantling the national productive systems
without replacing them by an integrated real European system, just as they dismantle the
national States without creating a European alternative State. Yet competition is that of
productive systems rather than that of units which constitute them. Therefore the discourse
on Europe becoming competitive with the US — which is a State and a productive system — is
irrelevant. Figures produced to that effect —volumes of production and exports- are nothing
more than the addition of national figures. They do not refer to a “Europe”, which does not

exist.
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The prevailing discourse attributes Europe’s handicap to the difficulty its societies supposedly
have to openly and fully adopt « American style» liberalism, without ever making any
reference to the asymmetry which characterises the relationships between the two sides of
the Atlantic. In fact, if Europe made the decision to use in its domestic economy the surplus it
lends to the United States — and this is the only decision which could take the continent out
of stagnation — the US would then face the obligation to readjust its economy and reduce
their waste-making-based mode of consumption and military expenditure. This would not
happen without a major crisis.

Policies implemented by Europe do not go in the required direction that would express its
potential economic power, but exactly reverse way. Privatisation and dismantling of truly
efficient public services in Europe (SNCF, EDF and others are highly telling examples) provide
US financial capital, especially Pension Funds, exceptional opportunity of profit-creaming on
the most lucrative segments of its economies, reducing proportionally the means available to
Europeans to exit the crisis.

Should we give in to despair and accept Washington’s prognostic according to which nothing
will run counter European choices, however absurd they may be? The risk is real and should
not be underestimated by alter globalist movements. The dominant ruling class, in the narrow
sense of the term — the big capital of oligopolies — is tempted to lock itself up on that dead
end path for European peoples because, it benefits in return of advantages its participation in
collective imperialism grants. Undoubtedly, the gendarme who neutralises the effects of the
chaos incurred by that imperialist expansion — the United States — can make their servile
partners pay for services they provide. But these do not have the choice, and consequently,

accept the slavish positions they are assigned. After all, this will be neither first time in history
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nor, the only occasion such a situation occurs in today’s world.

Consequently, I do not believe the European project in its extreme liberal dimension as much
as in its alignment on Washington’s geo-strategy is sustainable.

The answer to the question as to know how it will be challenged and to the constraints of
which evolution it will be submitted remains open however.

Can this docility of the leading segments of ruling classes and their political debtors (from
right wing and left wing) be indefinitely imposed to European societies? I doubt so, precisely
because — and here is the central idea of my thesis on that issue — European political cultures
would not allow such a thing. I will not, here, come over on the thesis I developed in 7he
Liberal Virus (Pluto, 2004) and Beyond US Hegemony ( Zed, 2006 ), the conclusion of which I
summed up in the sentence below: the development of the logic of the economies of
prevailing oligopolies closes the gap between United States and Europe, the one of their
respective political cultures widens it.

I will then come back to the point of my analysis which focuses on “political cultures”. The
political cultures of an important part of the European continent can be analysed as a
succession of major developments which shaped the right wing/left wing divide: the
Philosophy of Enlightenment, the French Revolution, and the Convention, the formation of
the labour and socialist movement in the XIX" century, Marxism and the Commune of Paris,
the Russian Revolution and the formation of communist parties. The right wing movement
stood as a counterpoint during the Restoration (“the Holy Alliance”), through the formulation
of “anti-Marxist” ideologies (drifting towards forms of fascism), pro-colonial (and racist)
ideological corruption, and the anti-soviet movement. The stages of the formation of the

United States’ political culture have nothing to do with that history. That culture was shaped
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by a succession of major events: immigration to New England of anti-Enlightenment sects,
the genocide of American Indians and slavery within society (the impact of which is other
than the one practiced in far away colonies), the abortion of political class consciousness to
which successive flows of immigrants substituted communitarianisms. The political culture
produced by that history is not one born from a strong left wing (potentially socialist)/right
wing contrast but, the off-spring of a pro-capitalist “consensus” which strongly relativizes
electoral bipolarity (Democrats/Republicans).

The question raised in Europe today is to know whether the heritage of the political culture is
set for erosion (and see the left wing die out as holder of a post-capitalist project) to the
advantage of an “"Americanisation” in progress (socio-liberal parties are joining the concert of
the advocates of “perpetual capitalism”) or, whether a “new left wing” is capable of
crystallising around programmes up to the challenges. In my view, both evolutions remain
possible.

Beyond the praxis of the European project, it would then be useful to analyses the discourse
which drapes it. In that discourse, any reference to the heritage of European political culture
is viewed as “old hat”: the defence of the interests of social classes (is invariably qualified as
“corporatism”!), patriotism (preference goes to powerless regionalisms vis a vis the capital,
communitarianisms, or even, Baltic or Croat style ethnocracies, etc.). On the contrary:
glorification of competition among workers, regions and countries (whatever their social
cost), or anti-secular concepts (such as the Polish style pope worshiping) are view as modern.
The reconstruction of a European political left wing evidently demands radical criticism of all
these discourses. It furthermore demands identifying the principles on the basis of which the

alternative can be constructed, and, from that, concretely draws consequences in terms of
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short-term and long-term programmes.

Views above constitute a severe analysis not only of the “European project” as it is but also
the reactions it produces, even within committed progressive social movements. The project
as it should certainly be qualified as a non “European project” but as the “European
component of the Atlanticist project under the hegemony of the United States”. The major
critical reactions to the project seem to me more articulated around a search of a less
asymmetrical balance within the imperialist triad (through the organisation, in that
framework, of the relationships between Europe and the United States) than to a search of a
world balance less unfavourable for the “rest of the world”.

Under these conditions the question remains open: can the European project “change
direction” or is it necessary, for that to be possible, to go through the phase of open
recognition of its failure?

We know that the main argument — may be even the exclusive argument — of Europe’s
political left wing advocates is based on their fear that rejection of the European project may
bring about vigorous resurrection of nationalisms which caused the misfortune of the
continent in the XX™ century. I certainly share that fear with these friends, and have no
illusions on the necessarily demagogical and retrograde character of these apparent autism. I
am saying apparent because, in fact, these far right wing movements will never challenge the
leaderships of the plutocracy of the oligopolies. I contend that persistence in “the defence of
the European idea at all cost” and the de facto acceptance of the realities of its formulation
inside the project in place that it incurs (under the pretext that situation is “less worse” than
what the far right populist alternative would represent) are indeed the guaranteed means to

prepare for the right wing collapse of the project. Thinking it possible to make Social Europe
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move slow motion is perfectly unrealistic. The existing institutional framework will never allow
but cosmetic reforms without impact. The peoples know it already. The political left wing has
understood the impact of that and drawn consequences.

The United States are perfectly lucid and neutral on that issue: the Europe of Brussels
institutions, as it stands, suits perfectly their plans; a Europe divided into States under
domination of populisms would equally suit them.

That evolution,— safeguarding at all cost the European project, or falling into chaos — if it was
the only possible alternative, would mean that Europe has engaged on the path to inexorable
decline. If I remain optimistic, it is because I believe the reconstruction of authentic political
left wing movements on the continent is possible through the renaissance of its political

culture of the conflict.

Rudolph Schuster, Former President of Slovakia

I am particularly pleased to be able to present the example of Slovakia, a vivid and living
example of what the process of European integration brings for every area of a country’s life.
But, alongside the positive, I would also like to comment on a few of the unfulfilled
expectations of EU membership in Slovakia, and the other new Member States.

Entry into the European Union was a priority of the Slovak Republic since its establishment in
1993, though the greatest intensity of integration was felt from 1998 onwards. Why was
membership of the EU such a priority for us? Integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures was
to a great extent a response to the need for economic and social reform, and the general
modernisation of the country. We understood that this was a process with interconnected

elements, which is why the Slovak Republic simultaneously pursued membership in the
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European Union, NATO and the OECD. The accession process had a positive influence on the
stability of the domestic political environment and on relationships in the region.

It is now more than three years since we became a full member of the Union, and our first,
infant steps in the European institutions are now well behind us. The last 12 months have
shown that we can be active - and that we can be successful — in the formulation of the EU’s
European policy. But this does not mean that we can be completely content with the position
of the Slovak Republic in the European Union’s decision-making processes.

There is still room for improvement, for example, in increasing the representation of our
citizens in the personnel of the various European institutions. At the same time, the Slovak
Republic is trying to deepen its own process of integration, and achieve the gradual
elimination of the differences between old and new member states. Slovakia would like to see
the abolition of the transitional measures limiting the free movement of labour which have
been invoked regarding citizens of Slovakia by other EU Member States.

It is important that Western European countries understand that opening their labour
markets to citizens of the new Member States will not create competition for jobs which are
in short supply. More importantly, this is a question of principle, regarding the extension of
liberties to the new Member States. That is how the Slovak Republic understood it, when we
decided to open our own labour market to Romanians and Bulgarians, after their countries
joined the EU.

The current priority of the Slovak government, announced in their Manifesto, is the
introduction of the Euro as Slovakia’s currency, from 1 January 2009. The Slovak government
has chosen to enter the Euro zone following a thorough analysis, which confirmed that

benefits for Slovakia significantly outweighed possible negative consequences. The full
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political spectrum accepts this analysis. Developments in the last few weeks and months have
shown strong confidence in the Slovak economy and currency, and in government policy, as
basic preconditions for entry to the Euro zone.

Without in any way questioning our commitment, I must say that the Maastricht criteria for
Euro zone entry are very demanding. After all, they were created for the old Member States,
in a period of low inflation and relatively low levels of economic growth. They are not adapted
to the economies of the new Member States, which have high rates of economic growth,
which is not compatible with low inflation. The limit on the budget deficit is therefore a
deficiency within the criteria. It means, among other things, the slowing down of our
development programmes.

European integration will remain popular in Slovakia, and will be viewed positively, as long as
the citizens perceive it as positive.

The external frontier of the European Union, and the introduction of the Schengen system is
an important challenge. Citizens have the right to travel without their ID cards and passports,
and the right to security of the Schengen Area, as the fulfilment of one of the four freedoms.
We were embarrassed to see some Member States worried about opening their borders
because they were worried about illegal migration, and did not trust the frontier defence
systems deployed in the new Member States.

Another aspect of illegal migration is the fact that the new Member States of the European
Union evolve from the position of transit countries into the position of target countries for
migrants, thanks to the improving economic parameters and the achievement of a higher
level of well-being. Migration, legal or illegal, and irrespective of which part of the world the

migrants are coming from, is therefore a question for the whole Union, and close cooperation
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here is very important.

The European Neighbourhood Policy is an important tool, which we want to continue using
for the development of cooperation with the partner countries. States like Slovakia can only
benefit from this, because our potential in these relationships can be based on the entire EU
and its policies. That is particularly important when negotiating with large partner countries
outside the Union. Of course, the readiness and capacity of the partner countries to adopt the
value base of the European Union plays an important role. I believe it is very important that
the EU as a whole continues to be interested in maintaining the European Neighbourhood
Policy, including its eastern dimension. It would be wrong if the southern part of the EU
persisted in seeing the eastern dimension of the European Neighbourhood Policy as a kind of
competition to the Barcelona process, rather than the fulfilment of the goals of the European
Neighbourhood Policy, through integration of the East European, European Neighbourhood
Policy partner countries into a common shared space of liberty, security and prosperity.

The European Union must fulfil its original principles and liberties, and only then define new
ones. I therefore welcome the changes offered by the Reform Treaty. These changes will
create conditions for a more democratic functioning and a more transparent decision-making
process in the European Union, which will allow the Member States to act more effectively in
areas of common interest. But, in addition to institutional reforms on the basis of an
agreement between the Member States, we also need to gradually overcome various
psychological barriers, and introduce into the consciousness of all our citizens a greater
feeling of responsibility for the solution of common European questions. Unfortunately, my
dream of displacing the dialogue on the effective functioning and the future of the Union

down from the institutional and government level toward the regions, towns and
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communities, with a broad participation of our citizens has remained unfulfilled. Nevertheless,
I believe that we are moving in the direction of a Europe which will be open and receptive to
its citizens and their rights, and which will be oriented towards modernisation, the knowledge

economy, and the social needs of its citizens.

Vladimir Petrovsky, Former Secretary General to the Conference on Disarmament
In my statement I intend to speak on the concept of security, its implementation in the
European Union and the UN, as well as learning lessons from this experience.

It is well known that the dream of security on a national as well as an international level was
born in Europe.

The creation of the League of Nations in 1919 and of the UN in 1945 was justified by the
necessity of collective security from outside aggression.

However, in the political conditions of the 20" century a collective security dilemma rose each
time the efforts of a state to increase its own military security in disregard of others
decreased common security. That is why until the end of the Cold War security was thought
of in terms of external military threats or risks posed to a state by another state or by internal
armed threats coming from non-state actors.

It was only as we moved away from the Cold War that the concept of security began to
change. The major breakthrough indicating the new approach to security took place in
autumn 1989 when Moscow and Washington, after three years of negotiations, jointly
introduced to the 44™ Session of the United Nations General Assembly the draft resolution on
security in all aspects, which, with the strong support of European countries, was

unanimously adopted as Resolution 44/21. According to this Resolution, security should be
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treated not only in its traditional military dimension, but in a comprehensive multi-faceted
manner as security from outside aggression, as well as from internal conflicts, poverty,
hunger, diseases, environmental degradation and any violation of human rights.

To-date a strategic comprehensive approach to security is the only answer to the “hard and
soft threats” in our interdependent world. From the instrumental point of view, the countries
speak about cooperative security. It implies common actions and constructive parallelism in
security efforts of all the states.

The basic outlines of a comprehensive approach are implicit in the thinking of Jean Monnet,
one of the key architects of European unity, who was the first to understand that following
World War II European security depended not only on the balance of power, but had to be
based on strong political, economic and cultural ties, as well as on the highest possible
efficiency through decision-making.

Over the past decades this belief has evolved into a strong European Union which is at the
center of the pan-national structures in Europe, such as transcontinental, regional and
subregional ones.

The EU is deeply involved in interaction with the UN which has special relations with all
European institutions.

On September 24, 2003 the UN and the EU adopted the Declaration on Cooperation in Crisis
Management. They expressed their support for effective multilateralism and tangible
cooperation between the UN and the EU in the area of crisis management. Guided by its new
strategy the EU stresses that a “fundamental framework for international relations is the UN
Charter.”

Learning from each other’s experience in institutional and conceptual matters is top priority
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today.

The UN is the only organization of all states which represents a major platform for
multilateral diplomacy and plays a key role in bridge-building in the new world architecture.
Discussions of the role of the UN often raise the question of the necessity of reforming the
Organization. This is a fair approach. In fact, the reform is already underway and has brought
some tangible results. But one should remember that because of the existing rules of
procedure the reform of the UN Charter cannot be accomplished overnight. However, much
can be done if the UN member states, in particular the EU countries, will come up with a new
reading of the UN Charter.

Take, for example, arms regulation and disarmament. The UN Charter does not emphasize
the priority of disarmament. The major task is arms regulation which is smaller in scope than
disarmament, but larger than arms control. Given political will, the arms regulation approach
can help to reactivate six existing regimes (NPT, prohibition of chemical weapons, prohibition
of biological weapons, missile technology control regime (MTCR), export control (CoCom),
control of the transfer of weapons of double assignment). The ratification of the CTBT can be
also achieved. Moreover, reorganization of the existing disarmament machinery within the UN
can be undertaken without the reform of the UN Charter.

On its part, the EU gives its own examples of responsible political behavior faced with the
challenges of a globalizing world.

Process rather than structure is a characteristic feature of the EU. Process implies the
coordination of multiple players in political negotiations, regulation and administration. The
emphasis is placed on networks and self-organizational qualities. In addition to forming a

security web, European organizations address a multitude of issues; the overlapping of many
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of them adds to the effectiveness in creating a system of interlocking institutions.

As European experience clearly demonstrates, ideals cannot survive without deals. The
history of Europe is a good example of finding solutions for conflicts. The Aaland Islands, the
whole of Scandinavia, as well as new relations between Germany and France serve as living
models of sustainable peace and stability.

The attractiveness of ideals transformed into deals provides Europe with “soft power.”

The good lessons of the UN and the EU, their interaction should become the subject of
discussions both at the official and non-governmental levels. These lessons should be used
for training and capacity building, especially of the younger generation which is bound to play
an important role in future politics. Such education is rightly characterized by international
law as an indirect guarantee of peace. To make this educational process more convincing, it
would be desirable to involve in it former leaders who could share their views on political
behavior and its varying patterns. It would be appropriate to organize these educational
discussions in such places in Europe which serve as visible examples of words transformed
into deeds.

In conclusion I would like to emphasize that the time is ripe for practical steps drawing on the
positive experience of the UN and the EU. Using the ancient Roman expression, res non

verba.
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PLENARY SESSION II

European identity: Europe of values, states, regions, citizens

Chair: Philippe Herzog, MEP, President of Confrontations Europe

Our panel is looking at the European identity and I would like to refer to Carl Jaspers who at
a famous conference in 1946 said that Europe was a never-ending task. Liberty, history,
science were never achieved, so Europe will never end, this is the spirit in which we are
working, in other words Europe is still under construction. However, there are many doubts
that arise in this regard, so what does an European identity really mean in the case of a
country like France?

Many people wonder whether an identity is really necessary at all, it is not just food for
thought for philosophers but in some places this question is not even raised. It is extremely
difficult to speak about this matter. In the past we had an identity and with regard to the
future what will identity mean? This is the line we should take without thinking about how
we can formulate a future European identity.

There are several sides to this question. The most important point is to attend to Europe and
the world, after the Second World War the Founding Fathers knew how Europe could
contribute to the world and this is a key issue for today as well. This spirit was also present
in Mikhail Gorbachev’s address.

How should the identity of Europe for the 21st century be constructed?

How do we interpret how we progress together in the difficult areas of unity and diversity?
They are difficult to manage jointly and we can see this in the extraordinary events of the
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recent past which caused many of our citizens real hardship.

We also have to think about competition. Competition and cohesion evidently cannot be
managed together so Europe must have borderlines and many of our citizens can only define
Europe in terms of constraints within borders. I do not agree with this concept and as
President Gorbachev said, Europe does not mean the European Union but we should be
open towards this issue. Europe has always represented openness throughout its history.
How can we guarantee that citizens, who live fragmented in nation states, can feel Europe
as their common fatherland? The constitution was intended to give Europe a common roof

but we did not succeed. So what is to be done with progress?

Ruslan Grinberg, Institute of Economy, Russia

I would like to start by talking about the Common European Home and also about the Charter
of Paris. With the euphoria that greeted the Charter of Paris, confrontation and the
fragmentation of Europe was gone for good, a huge sense of optimism prevailed but some
people say that it was exaggerated. However, it made it possible for us to expect a new page
to open for the peoples of Europe and this was really a fulfilment of the dreams they had had
for many generations. What is the end result? How far have we got with these efforts?
Europe has achieved a lot and although mine may be a minority voice in Russia, I believe that
despite all the problems that we face and that we will face in the future, by the end of the
first decade of this century European civilisation will show tremendous political dynamism and
development. This makes it extremely attractive.

The best model for this joint existence in the second half of the 20th century was
implemented in Europe. Many people say that it is over and will not last for ever; however,
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this is a golden age in the history of humankind and this is what we are living through now.
Greater Europe has not been able to consolidate itself and what is more, we can see the
threats of new divisions emerging. Some people tend to think that now perhaps there is a

I\\

technological “curtain” being established and wonder about the consequences that this will
bring. Having said that, whether people like Europe or not, everybody in Russia recognizes
that our values are identical and whether we believe in God or not, irrespective of our faith,
our ideas of good and evil are based on Judeo-Christian values. I think that anyone who lives
in Vladivostok would be considered a citizen of Europe even if he or she technically speaking
does not reside in Europe. Maybe he or she is more European than a citizen of Turkey though
of course by this I do not mean every citizen of Turkey.

Let me come back to the Charter. What was the concept of the Charter back then? What was
the concept in the west, in the east and also in the Soviet Union and then in Russia? It was a
huge success, a victory of common sense attributable to President Gorbachev. Fear was
eliminated and Europe had relations with the Soviet Union and Russia, which was interesting
for Europe because Europe had a market and it also had supplies of raw materials. Without
stable and friendly relations it was recognized that it would be difficult to safeguard security.
What was the concept of the people in Russia who wanted change? It was very obvious to
everyone that we wanted friendly relations with Europe and this meant primarily that these
were the conditions for the transformation and modernisation of the country. What we see
now is that these expectations have proven to be naive on both sides. Relations between
Europe and Russia, to put it mildly, are controversial in their development. There are huge
differences in terms of international security, Europe does not accept the domestic policies

and foreign policy solutions of Russia and I will touch upon that subject later. A lack of
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confidence characterises these relations and there is no possibility for real partnership. I do
not want to go into details at this point but I think we can say that between Russia and the
West right now there is a crisis in relations. It is not an exaggeration to say that confrontation
is getting stronger and that confrontational elements are escalating. This is a dangerous
trend. So what are the deeper reasons for this crisis and can we overcome it?

For us in Russia there is also another important issue. What has Russia done to Europe, is
there a reason for these regular attacks against Russia? I would like to know whether these
attacks against Russia are founded. You very often hear Europeans ask why Russia reacts so
harshly to criticism because they say that this is friendly criticism on Europe’s part, we are
just trying to make sure that everything works fine in your country. We want to believe this
and it is also extremely important for us because power and public discourse in Russia,
whatever their nature and whatever their colour, follow European opinion closely. The opinion
of Europe today plays a sort of opposition role and criticises those in power. This weakness of
the opposition within Russia is an important element in the healthy development of Russian
society. Why? It is because an opposition is just like medicine, it does not have to taste good
but be useful.

However, the question is whether all recommendations and criticism that we receive are
justified because they say that we do not respect human rights. There are serious problems
with the independence of the courts. I do see that there is a concentration of power taking
place in the Kremlin and this gives good reason for preoccupation but it has its positive
features as well. Many claims are groundless, for example blackmail in the field of energy
supplies. This is not true, Russia is fulfilling its obligations in terms of supplying gas and

electricity and I do not know why the European Union is making a fuss about this. Power
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plays a special role in Russia and the leaders are nominated by the Kremlin but I do not
understand how this can be a threat to Europe.

Another groundless accusation is the neo-imperialistic attribute that we are given and this
again is not true because Russia wants to have peaceful relations with its neighbours. So we
are a constant target of criticism and Russia is criticised for pursuing imperialistic goals and is
accused of wanting to play the role of protagonist. I think this is an awkward accusation
because obviously in the 1990s Russia mistakenly calculated the transition period after the
break-up of the Soviet Union. We thought that the former states of the Soviet Union would
gradually come back under Russia's umbrella. The new countries are facing economic
problems but they can live on their own and they are standing on their own two feet. So
these accusations of being neo-imperialistic, that Russia has these aims and that we increase
prices and so on, I think there is an explanation for all of this. Back in the 90s we did extend
some grants of aid because we thought this was for a transitional period and we thought that
a new form of integration would develop but this did not happen. These countries wanted to
join another club, namely the club of the European Union, like for example Ukraine, which
would very much like to become a member of the European Union. Moscow realised the need
to establish a new kind of relationship with that country and I think what we can talk about is
the replacement of this semi-anarchic situation created by Yeltsin

I think it is pretty obvious that Russia and Europe are two important conglomerations, there
is no alternative to being friendly with one another, we cannot be enemies or hostile to each
other. One last thing, I personally believe in the intellectual potential and I also believe in the
technological genius that characterises our nation and I think this is fertile soil for peaceful

co-operation with other civilisations.
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Piero Bassetti, President of Globus et Locus, Italy

I'm glad to have the opportunity to pick up something that has been said about the fact that
building Europe would certainly be "une tache infinie". Duty without limit. Another fact which
is too little stressed generally is that our challenge is society building, which cannot be limited
to state building. I think this difference is very important for Europe during these phases.

I think we are at a crossroads with a need to redefine Europe in its essence and not only in
its organisation. Therefore one point I want to stress is that a redefinition of Europe cannot
ignore the fact that the world has changed since we signed the Treaty of Rome. Globalisation
is something that has occurred and is irreversible and it does not affect problems of quantity
but rather problems of political quality, in the sense of what is a society when you assume it
is “glocalised”? What political organisation does there have to be when you have to adapt a
new continent to a new world?

I think we have to bear in mind that when we ask ourselves which Europe for which world,
we cannot forget that the most distinctive feature of the European political and historical
experience over these last 50 years has been that of experiencing new forms of state which
are not only post-national but in a sense post-Westphalian. We are working on states whose
borders do not change but these states change from within in their relations with the main
factor of a modern society. We complain about Europe giving space to interests (Mr Amin
discussed this point this morning) we complain that offshore firms and companies have
assumed a strong role in the life of Europe and we see that relations between a European
company and a multinational (Mr Monti knows all about this) have affected the political life of

our continent. The type of state and political organisation is as important as the other points
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which have been raised such as the size, values, and relationships with the other states on
the continent. Europe is still very vague on these points, it is very insecure and we have not
made clear choices in their regard. Are we going to build a Europe of traditional nation
states? Are we going back to the Monnet assumption of organising Europe with an emphasis
on functionalism? What type of territorial organisation do we assume when we discuss
redefining Europe?

The state remains the basic constitutive units of the International order, and notwithstanding
a certain pooling and redistribution of sovereignty, of the continent, as organized in European
Union. But, under the growing influence of external and domestic forces, it is undergoing a
gradual process of “disaggregation”. Which implies the transfer of authority and responsibility
to sub national entities as loci of more effective, and potentially just, centers of transnational
relations and communications. If one takes an historical view of the phenomenon, the
dispersion of institutional competences for authoritative decision making to regions and
localities is very significant. But more needs to be done to further this trend. In this
perspective one must stress the importance of the regional and local input in its formulation
and implementation at the national and European level. The Italian experience demonstrates
the potentiality of human and material resources present at the sub national level ready to be
awakened and activated.

This is a point that globalisation has stressed. Globalisation means that time and space equal
zero, it means mobility prevailing over permanence and a different organisation of territory. A
territory is no longer a part of a state, a territory is a place where a different network of
interests and powers get together in combinations which are extremely diversified. If we

forget the necessity to take not only citizens but also territories and the new organisation of
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territory into consideration when we discuss a Europe made from the bottom up, then we will
not go very far. If we assume that, we rediscover that not only the national borders but the
borders inside the nation are changing. The relationship between Lombardy and Bavaria has
nothing to do with relations between Rome and Berlin, they are two different things.

The only issue I wanted to highlight is that we have to go back to a point that was stressed
at the beginning of Europe. Not the regional federalism of Spinelli but the idea of Europe as a
network of regions. In my opinion, this would make it easier to overcome the difficult
relations between states. We must also remember that borders are disappearing, and I am
not referring only to Schengen here, because interests now take no account of borders as
they used to when economies were national economies. We tried to build a European market
and now what we discuss is a world market and there is nothing that can be done to stop it.
My recommendation is that if we really want to redefine Europe, if we really want to
overcome the crisis (and remember that in the Greek “crisis” does not carry negative
connotations but means “transformation”), if we want to overcome this difficult situation, we
have to go back to regional problems. If we change territorial organisation, we will find it far
easier to defend the democratic principle which has to be connected with the real location of

interest.

Milos Zeman, Former Prime Minister of the Czech Republic

The crucial point is the relationship between the European Union and the Russian Federation.
We were asked to respond to this question or at least to express our views. I will try to
formulate some intellectual provocation because only provocation moves our discussion and

thinking forward.
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I will start with the situation that existed inside the European Union 10 years ago. If you
remember there was a big dispute about widening and deepening the European Union and
these processes were formulated in the style of “either...or”, contradictory processes. I do not
think so, I think these are complementary processes because reasonable deepening is an
impulse for reasonable widening and vice versa. Based on this experience my response is full
integration of the European Union and the Russian Federation. Not enhanced partnership
only, (it might be a transitive phase - why not?) but full partnership. What are the reasons for
full membership of the Russian Federation? There are three reasons and the first is economic
because 85% of exports of the Russian Federation is represented by raw materials. On the
other side, the Russian Federation could import modern technology so both economies would
be complementary, there is no substitution but complementarity. The second reason is
cultural. If I take literature alone, you have Dostoyevsky, Solzhenitsyn, Tolstoy and so on, it
is European culture without a doubt. But I would like to stress the political factor, the third
factor, because I think that such a form of long-term integration might be reached within the
next 20 years. Such integration would be reasonable in the fight against Islamic terrorism and
Islamic fundamentalism because I think this is the main danger that the 21st century faces,
not only for political but also for military reasons.

I would like to stress that if there is such a thing as a European dream we must try to remove
the obstacles which exist. One of the main obstacles is the proposed radar station on Czech
territory. I do not believe that this is against Iran, I have a strong suspicion that it is against
Russia and if so I consider it to be an unnecessary provocation.

If we try to integrate the Russian Federation and the European Union we must avoid the risk

of radar bases in my country because I consider them as a provocation and I do not believe
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that they could be effective against Iran. It would be something like the Maginot line which
was built in France in the 30s to no effect.

For five years I participated at the Rhodes conference called “Dialogue of Civilisation” and I
tell my Russian friends that when you disagree with my idea of full membership of the
Russian Federation in the European Union, let us imagine it instead as the European Union

entering the Russian Federation. The result would be the same.

Mikhail Gorbachev

We had a conference in Passau where we talked about constructing Europe and I was a
speaker there and so was Mr Kohl. The public were asking questions and there was a very
lively dialogue and suddenly someone asked if he could make a proposal instead of asking a
question. The proposal was that since everybody understands that Russia cannot exist
without Europe and vice versa then why continue to irritate each other, make Russia a
member of the European Union. He was not even allowed to finish, my friend Helmut Kohl
jumped up and asked him what he was talking about, how could you possibly admit Russia to
the European Union? Kohl’s very quick reaction is very significant because he is a respected
politician but his instinct was: how would Germany feel within the European Union if Russia
were a member. My answer is they would feel normal and it would be good for Russia if
Germany, Poland, France and the Czech Republic were there as supporters because these are
the powers that we are working with. However, I think that today democratic changes have
only been implemented halfway and we are still not prepared for such a change. I believe
though that we need something more than a simple partnership and I would just like to add

one thing: if Russia became part of the European Union, we would be forced to consider
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having a new European capital too as Brussels would no longer be central, Prague would be

in the centre then.

Theo Weigel, Former Federal Minister of Finances-Germany

I remember the assembly in Passau when President Gorbachev had his talk with Helmut Kohl
and it is not true that Prague would have to be the new capital, perhaps Berlin would be ideal
for that role. I think the best we can do for Europe would be for most politicians to speak
better and more positively about it. All politicians criticise firstly Europe and then when they
come to the end of their speech they admit that there is no alternative. How will we be able
to convince young people if every politician is always criticising Europe. They blame Europe
for the mistakes they make at a local, regional and national level. And this is not the right
way. Europe has been a continent of peace and freedom for more than 60 years, a boundless
area for people, goods and ideas. It practices international understanding and is the most
successful peace movement in recent history. I think young people need to be told this more
often.

Europe looks back on a century with many shadows. At the beginning of the new millennium
Europe can look into the future optimistically, of course there are many challenges, many
problems have not been solved but we should look back and see that a lot has been
achieved. There are many success stories. The old continent has gained a new sense of self-
confidence. Europe takes a leading role in the economy and technology and it is developing
into a responsible player on the stage of world politics.

Enlargement of the euro area towards the east has run smoothly overall and the aim of this

enlargement is a new architecture for peace throughout the continent. In the long run it
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would not be politically maintainable to replace the former Iron Curtain with another wall, one
of economic prosperity, and I think back to the Hungarians who with President Gorbachev
were able to destroy the old iron curtain. The Baltic states, the Poles, Hungarians, Czechs and
Slovaks are a part of Europe historically and culturally and enlargement of the EU is in the
logic of European co-operation. Eastern Europe is a growing market for the future and many
German and Austrian banks have earned more money in Eastern Europe over the last five
years than in their home countries. The goal is to establish a people-oriented Europe which
so far can only be seen in outline. A Europe which brings tangible benefits for individuals
would be a real historical change. The writer Jeremy Rifkin speaks better of Europe than any
of Europe’s editors and he says that the American Dream in the world no longer exists but
maybe regions of Africa and Asia dream the European Dream. In former times we said that
the American dream was worth dying for, but at the end of the book he writes that it is better
to consider the European dream worth living for and I think that it is very important for us to
convince our young people with such stories.

You mentioned my 10 years as finance minister in Germany; well, those years should be
multiplied by seven because every year as the German finance minister was a dog year, in
other words it was not easy. Not easy but it was successful with the Treaty of Maastricht and
the introduction of the new currency. It was not easy to convince the colleagues in my own
party, the Christian Social Union in Bavaria, but together with Helmut Kohl and other very
convinced people from other countries we were successful. Ten years ago I asked Alan
Greenspan what he would say about the euro when he came to write his memoirs. He
laughed and said, “Theo, ten years ago I thought the prospects for the euro were zero or

below zero, but now I have to recognize that it is a success and I am glad and happy to have
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a second currency in the world.” If you read his memoirs he says that he did not expect the
euro to be so successful. What would have happened in the last 10 years? What would have
happened after September 11" 2001? What would have happened in the last four or five
months? We would have had a major crisis in the European financial system if the Federal
Reserve and ECB had not been able to cooperate. We have been able to cooperate during
major crises and we have been able to cooperate over interest rates and give more liquidity
in recent months.

Maastricht was not only an economic task but also had political potential and with
Maastricht we were able to have non-reversibility of the process and therefore it was very
important for us. Mario Monti's competition policy in Europe had more success in developing
the German economy than all the ministers in Germany. Thank you very much Mario. People
have not always talked about you as positively as I am doing now, but after a number of
years people now say you did a very good job and only by having a European target was it
possible for Germany to become more competitive.

Maastricht opened the way to political union but the European currency was one of the
targets and we were able to achieve this and I think more countries will join it in the future if
they fulfil the criteria; that is absolutely necessary. We have huge potential for the euro, both
internal and very importantly, external. But the euro is not only an institution of nations, I
agree with you that it is an institution of regions and therefore maybe we should see more
subsidiarity or federalism, as we call it in Germany. However, in the UK it is quite another
thing, so I am very cautious about mentioning it.

What new targets could there be? I think a common European army and why not? I think it

was far more difficult to introduce a new currency than it would be to create a European
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army and if we can start discussing targets such as these I think we can convince young
people and this is the most important thing we can do in Europe and in our individual

countries.

Mario Monti, Former EC Commissioner Competition, Italy

After working for many years in Brussels I am in rather a good position to know the sins of
Europe quite well, the sins of the European institutions as well as of the member states. In
fact I was planning to focus my remarks on both sins and virtues and the euro, of which Theo
Weigel was one of the key architects, is of course one of the virtues. But I have decided to
change and I will concentrate not on the sins and virtues in Europe but on the “original sin” in
the European Union. He did not use this expression but Samir Amin clearly pointed to what is,
in his view, the original sin of Europe. I think I quote him faithfully: “Europe was conceived as
antidemocratic, it was conceived to reduce the power of Parliaments and to shift power to
technocracy, which means to capitalism.” I share many of the concerns expressed by Samir
Amin on global financial capitalism. In my view though, he fails to see the very essence of the
EU project, which is public governance of market integration and doing so on democratic
foundations. This, I believe, is the feature that leads President Gorbachev to see a potential
contribution of Europe to a new international order. I am fascinated by the impressive
collection of statements by Mr Amin, except that in my view they denote a disregard for
reality. I will pick up just a couple.

Europe was conceived as antidemocratic in order to reduce the power of parliaments. Of
course, of national parliaments and national governments, in both cases the answer is yes. It

is a project of integration and so by definition there is a transfusion of powers to a higher
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level, willingly done. Perhaps Mr Amin would like to see a parliament dismissing a
government one day. Well, in March 1999 the European Parliament did dismiss an executive
of Europe, the Santerre Commission, which had lost the confidence of the European
Parliament. Perhaps Mr Amin and even perhaps Ambassador Braithwaite might wish to see
one day a parliament with the capacity and will to scrutinise individual members of the
government before they are able to take office - something that, if I am not wrong, does not
even exist in the birthplace of our democracies, Westminster. Well, this happens in Strasburg
at the European Parliament, which has to express a positive assessment of each individual
member of the European Commission, the executive of Europe, before he or she is allowed to
take office. And this is carried out through an extensive written and oral examination
transparently made public in each language and not a single national government in Europe
has this feature, a feature they do have in Washington with the hearings of the US Senate.

Oligopolistic capitalism and the way in which Europe has shifted power to technocracy, which
means to capitalism. Perhaps Mr Amin would like to see some entity, some force in the world,
with the capacity and the will to face up to the most powerful multinationals and oligopolies
and submit them to discipline in the interests of citizens and consumers. I will go further,
perhaps he would like to see someone blocking a big merger, say between the largest
corporation in the world, General Electric, and another very big company, Honeywell. Exactly
that was done on 3™ July 2001 with the European Commission block to the G. E. - Honeywell
merger despite President Bush publicly warning the Commission not to stand in its way as the
merger had been authorised by the Department of Justice in Washington. Or perhaps Mr
Amin would like to see someone with the capacity and the will to block not a merger, but the

abuse of a dominant position by a company holding 95% of the market for the operating
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systems of personal computers, namely Microsoft. That is exactly what was done by the
European Commission in March 2004 and I am ready to provide Mr Amin and others with all
the details if they wish because I was in charge of both cases at the Commission.

Does this mean shifting power to technocracy and therefore to capitalism? I am not sure. Of
course these actions and many, many others are taken by the European Commission, not
against the US obviously, not against the market economy but to provide a well-functioning
social market economy where public policy powers are submitted neither to corporate
powers, nor to the power of business and nor to national political powers when they try to
violate the rules that member states themselves have given to the European Union.

Last year the government of France did not want Mittel to merge with Arcelor, the European
Commission was there, the merger happened. Minister Weigel and Germany very definitely
did not want the public guarantees to be eliminated from the Landesbanken or the
Volkswagen Law in Niedersachsen to be changed in order to make even Volkswagen a
competitive player open to the market. The European Commission intervened and the law
has now gone through.

I want to conclude by saying these may be considered down-to-earth, technical, irrelevant,
practical examples. Allow me to have a contrary view, these are examples of values. This is a
construction based on the community method of M. Monnet, who you said was inherently
undemocratic. This is the community method which treats, and I have given you some
concrete illustrations, large and small governments, old and new member states, equally. Is
not this an ethical and value principle? I remember Mr Lipponen, the former Prime Minister of
Finland, a small member state regardless of its landmass, saying during the European

Convention discussions in 2002, that we had to try to preserve the validity of the community
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method and a strong commission because if that was not done Europe would go back to
what it had been in the 19th century and all the small countries of Europe would be forced to

choose between the two or three big countries, to seek alliances and protection.

General Debate

Philippe Herzog

We have different points of view around the table. I think what you say about democracy at
the European level must be heard but my question concerning the future is this difficulty in
achieving common policies. It is a space based on rules and it is true that there is public
governance of market integration but when we want to share policies it is always very
difficult, as you know. Don't you think that in the future we will have to proceed more
urgently towards building a common infrastructure, some dimension for education because
integration is only halfway and we are not sure if we can make it to the other side of the

river? This brings a lot of uncertainty.

Rodric Braithwaite

I do have some views on some of these things, particularly on three of them. Firstly, on the
question of democracy. There is a problem that however true it is that the European
Parliament dismissed the Commission and this was a very important event, ordinary people in
all our countries believe that there is a democratic deficit. They do, I think you will find in all
our countries, see Brussels as distant and undemocratic. They also see most of their

governments as distant and undemocratic, there is a real problem about how you make
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democracy function in a very complicated world. I think we all have the problem of bringing
ordinary people out into the democratic process in a convincing way.

Gordon Brown, the current British prime minister, has proposed that ministers should be
subjected to hearings in the House of Commons, I should be very interested to see when, if
and how it happens.

My second point is on the relationships, particularly with Russia, and the future size and
shape of the European Union. My own personal feeling is that for Russia to join the European
Union is an extremely distant project for a variety of reasons. However, if the European Union
does enlarge to include Turkey and the Ukraine then the question of bringing Russia into
some form of structured relationship with the European Union will be impossible to postpone
for very much longer.

The third point is about the subject of a European army raised by Herr Weigel. I do not think
you can actually compare the construction of a European army with the construction of a
single currency. The construction of a single currency was an extremely complex affair which
raised a lot of, I think still unresolved, questions about national authority and national
economic policy but there is something very fundamental about the construction of a genuine
multinational army. Very few of our countries, including the smallest ones in their deepest
emotions, are willing to see their young people sent abroad to die under the command of a
foreign general. I think that is a very deeply rooted thought. Take Afghanistan for example,
you see all of us behaving like that and I think it is quite a fundamental emotion in all our
states, namely the idea that if we are to die it must be under the command of our own
people. I do not know how we get round that because obviously it would be useful if we

could strengthen our capacity to follow a European policy but we do not yet have the
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instruments and we are not at the moment, I think, constructing them.

Bernard Guetta, Journalist, L'Express, France

I would also like to say something in connection with Theo Weigel's point and it is also
related to Mario Monti quoting Samir Amin. Let me tell you the following. Many of his
comments and remarks were absolutely correct and I was quite pleased to listen to them,
especially his remarks that referred to how worrying this imbalance is, especially as regards
the European Central Bank, and that common economic governance is missing. Indeed, there
is an imbalance within the European Union but having said that, I think there are two more
things that you have to keep in mind, namely that the common currency was made possible
because the political will existed. Today fewer and fewer people express the idea that the
common currency leads to a strengthening of policies in Europe. There is a dynamism in it
and this dynamism has been hindered and unfortunately for a very long period of time. It
would seem that different political trends, especially in France, have focused mostly on the
role of the European Central Bank and the absence of a common economic policy. This is
something that we are still suffering from, even today, so there is no balance and there is no
political dynamism either. All these different political streams and politicians have a
responsibility for this because they could have contributed in a more positive way and they

have failed to do so, and this is a mistake which it is very difficult to forgive.

Samir Amin, Director of the Third World Forum, Egypt
Four points. One, the rate of exchange between the euro and the dollar is not decided by a

European political authority, it is the result of an American political decision. That is the
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imbalance. The relative merits of a high or a low euro can be discussed but it is not the result
of a European decision. The relative merits of whether a strong or weak dollar is good for the
US or not can be discussed but this is a decision of the US Treasury and the Federal Reserve.
That is the imbalance and it is different from the relation between the dollar and the yuan,
the yuan is run by the Chinese government, good or bad, that can be discussed. It is very
different, it is a symmetrical relationship.

I remember having a discussion with Jacques Delors long ago before the creation of
the euro when it was still the ECU. I told him I could not imagine a currency created without
political power, without a state to run that currency. Jacques Delors agreed with me but said
that the creation of that currency would compel Europe to create the political power to run it.
I said that was putting the cart before the horse and he again agreed but said that this would
be reversed. I assured him if it happened I would be very pleased but it would take a miracle
and he would have won the challenge, but if it did not happen then there would be a
catastrophe at some point and that is what I am afraid of. That is the imbalance.

The second point. Of course, the EC bureaucracy regulates the relations between oligopolies
to some extent, there is not a vacuum of law nor of procedures and administration but it
regulates those relations within a framework where those oligopolies regulate the market and
that is much more fundamental.

The third point is about the question of democracy. Democracy’s loss of credibility
preoccupies me a lot and I think it is losing ground in Europe in the sense that if a parliament
has been correctly elected at a national level but then comes and says we cannot do anything
because firstly it is the market that decides, and secondly it is the European Commission that

decides, then why do we vote? That is terrible; it is bringing politics, the European political
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tradition, down to a very low level.

The fourth point is that the process of building Europe has achieved a lot, there have been
successes as long as there were no big problems. The system can face day-to-day running
only on condition that there are no big problems. What I am afraid of is that when the global
market economy or the global oligopolistic market-run economy runs into major problems,
and this will come, then Europe will not be equipped to face it. That is the disaster to come

that I am afraid of.

Thierry Jeantet, Forum du MontBlanc

It has been said that we are trying to achieve a Europe without borders and I think there
have been three new points made in the comments this morning that are worth thinking
about. We have often raised the issue of openness towards other countries and I remember
Paul Valerie, the French poet, who said that Europe was the western tentacle of Asia, it's a
small piece of Asia towards the West. So we should not forget that there is also such a
standpoint. And even though it is not about abolishing borders completely what we want to
emphasise is that openness is related to values, democracy and respect for diversity and is
also an effort towards peace. This is something that has been mentioned quite emphatically
this morning and in this regard I think we should also look at opening towards Turkey and
also opening towards Russia and other countries. Currently we are only 27 of the 40

countries of Europe, if we look at the member countries of the Council of Europe.

Philippe Herzog
This morning we also talked about the opening of Europe towards its own citizens because
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there have been certain criticisms and not only because technocracy plays a dominant role in
so many areas. It is not sufficiently open because this political construction process puts
different political orders side by side, republics with kingdoms for example, and there is very
little common policy in this. Why should we not set as an ambitious target the establishment
of a new political democracy which would allow perhaps certain difficulties to be overcome?
Then the European Union would become more attractive for countries that are being
criticised justly or unjustly for not providing sufficient democracy at home. We could turn
Europe into a more democratic establishment and bring it closer to its citizens and we could
achieve some progress in this field either through referenda or through the work of
Parliament. A third type of opening would be towards innovation in economics but we can
also raise this issue for any aspect of society because it is not enough to see these systems

side by side, we should also strive for innovation in the area of social market economics.

Ion Iliescu, Former President of Rumania

The reforms that he has began in the 80" of the last century in the Soviet Union led finally to
the removal of the Iron Curtain and the cease of the cold war, allowing to the people of the
former socialist camp to put an end to the totalitarian regimes in Eastern Europe, to recover
their identities and national values, to come back to democracy in the great European family,
where they do belong.

Expansion towards East of the European Union was a strategic decision of maximum
importance.

The European Union succeeded to become an example of success of a project that many

regarded with scepticism and considered utopian, precisely because it considered the
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existence of differences as an opportunity to succeed in the member states, instead of an
obstacle, and made of reducing the existing discrepancies a central target of the action of the
member states.

On the other hand, the new states brought with them in the Union a series of specific
problems, some fears, conflicts and misunderstandings with the neighbours, fact generating
tensions and threats to the internal and external security of the ensemble. There are
elements that must be taken into consideration when we analyze the divisions on the
continent and the threats towards its security.

At the same time, we do assist, at the deterioration of the democratic governing, at global
level, although, most of the states may be formally catalogued as “democracies”.

How will this decline mirror in structuring the international relations? I think that a first
consequence of the democracy decline will be the decrease of the quality of the governing
act, with repercussions at social and economic level. We will assist to the increase of social
trouble and violence, which may lead to the generation of conflicts more or less local or
global.

A second consequence would be a decline of the parliamentarianism and a hardening of
authoritarian tendencies. The phenomenon is obvious both in new or old Europe, but also in
other regions.

A third consequence of the decline of democracy is represented by the populism which is
affirming with strength, occurring from the mark of the speeches against the system.
Populism withdraw from the democracy equation the so called “political class”, identified as
the source of all social evils.

A fourth consequence of the democracy decline is represented by the ideologies with religion
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and the re-born religious fundamentalisms. The laic state is put under debate all over the
world. Based on this background of “religion renaissance” we do assists to the affirmation of
new conservatism in Eastern Europe.

A special mention for the civil rights and freedoms in the context of the decline of democracy.
On the pretext of the fight against terrorism and corruption, severe harm of the free exercise
of these rights and freedoms was brought and it is continuing to be brought to.

A second element which may generate new divisions: the attitude of the major players at
global level towards the process of globalization. Globalization has not, as we know, winners
only and the capitalism suffers a change of substance, stimulated by the opportunities offered
by the globalization.

Each major player at global level is obviously preoccupied how to choose the most suitable
instruments by means of which to exercise its influence.

The powers in ascending, especially China, will bat on soft power, those under decline, as the
USA, on hard power. It is difficult to say what the European Union will do, as long as it does
not break the present deadlock on constitution and does not elaborate a common foreign
policy. The armed forces came back as an essential stake in the international relations.

An essential element is represented by the attitude towards phenomena which require to be
administrated collectively and globally, as the climatic changes, terrorist threats, access to
raw materials, people migration flows, etc.

At present, we do assist to a generalized tendency of the increase of raw materials and
especially of food. As concerns the food, the crisis is aggravated by the explosion of request
of bio-fuels.

Some of the countries would like to administrate in common these risks, other act on their
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own account, even when this is counter-productive for the ensemble of the international
community. The most illustrative example is the position of the big players on the
international political scene in relation with the Kyoto protocol.

A few words about the collective administration of risks related to the migratory flows, the
more so as, at present, both the European Union as a whole as well as Romania, in
particular, are confronted with such problems.

The 21 century will be marked by the humanity passing from the economic, social and
political structures, born and developed under the sign of industrial revolution, to the new
structure of the society of knowledge, based on information technologies, an intensive
intellectual and cultural society. At the same time, the post-industrial civilization has to
administrate the issues inherited from the industrial era, which generated high development
discrepancies and social inequalities, accentuated social polarization and poverty in many
regions of the planet, affected the environment, the costs of the economic development of
the last hundred years needing to be paid from now on.

The main crisis of the 21 century will be structured on the conflict between the civilization
and the environment. The future confrontations will have on their center the imperative of
access to natural, energetic resources, to water, food for some and the desire of absolute
control of these resources by the others. Acceleration of the economic and social
development increases the pressure upon the natural resources, especially upon those which
are not re-generable. The costs of the development will increase, as these resources will have
to be replaced and the climate changes will influence more and more the human activities.
The migratory flows are due mainly to the demographic and development lack of balance

existing between the industrialized states and those under development. The disparities of
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development have thus generated flows in the bosom of the European Union as of its
founding. Let's remember the migration of the Italians, Spanish, Portuguese people, during
the 60th, 70" and 80™ of the last century, followed by the migration of the citizens of Eastern
European countries during the 90" and the next to come. We had to deal with a migration
justified by economic reasons, favoured also by the decline of the countries in the Western
Europe.

At present, to the migration from economic reasons is added the migration determined by the
climate change, which will be harder to administrate than the migration motivated
economically.

The pressure of those migratory flows upon the developed countries will increase. The
solution of selective migration is only a method of delaying to find solutions on global scale.
In the first place the selective migration will accentuate the run of the brains from the
countries under development, aggravating their domestic problems, at political, economic and
social level. Thus, instead of decreasing, the flows will increase.

The total opening of the borders cannot also be a solution, no nation, as wealthy and as
tolerant would it be, having no resources needed to administrate such important migratory
flows.

In exchange, we can do more for limiting the effect of the climate change and to reduce the
underdevelopment in the countries source of migration motivated economically and by the
climate. A suggestive example: in 2006 the migrants from economic reasons sent in their
countries of origin about $300 billion, over three times more than the total of the aids for
development allocated to poor countries. The Romanian migrants have sent in 2006 about

Euro 4.5 million in the country, helping the finance of the deficit of current account.
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In case of the countries recently admitted in the European Union, the migration of the labour
force is a problem which tends to affect their capacity to use the opportunities of
development and of reducing the discrepancies towards the western countries. The
absorption of the development funds ranks at an unsatisfactory level in these countries, not
only because their poor administrative capacity, but also because of the lack of labour force,
which left seeking higher salaries. As consequence, all the Eastern European countries must
at their turn import labour force, if they wish to maintain the process of economic increase.
And, unlike the Western European countries, they have no experience as concerns the social
integration of the immigrants.

I have to bring into your attention a crisis which cannot be administrate but only at European
level. It is about the Roma people, which problems generated tensions in the relation of
Romania with a series of European states, where conflicts took place between the Roma and
the local people. As the evolution of the crisis proved it, including in the way the decree of
the Italian government was received, which provided the expulsion of the Romanian citizens
which committed offences on the territory of Italy, any deviation from the founding values of
the Union may led to the reborn of all the demons of racism and right extremism.

Can we afford to encourage xenophobia under the conditions we need labour force from
outside Europe? Can we solve the issues we confront without this import of labour force? I
hope we will give together the best solutions to these problems, the more the new
conjuncture brings again Europe in the center of globalization and integration processes.

Most of the risks we confront are of social nature, determined by the accentuation of work
insecurity, of unemployment increase, the increase of social costs of restructuring the

economic apparatus, in order to face the exigencies of the post — industrial era.
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Europe have proved that it can reject social Darwinism, market fundamentalism and
governing without citizens, and this may be a structuring factor of the European political
project, which to offer solution to the new problems at this beginning of century.

The model of United Europe is the one of a social cohesion and shared solidarity. This social
model is one powerfully redistributive, promoting social integration and admitting no
exclusion or marginalisation of large social categories.

The strength and attractiveness of this model will grow as we prove the fact it is open,
adjustable, flexible, able to a prompt response to the changes of economy and society. I do
not believe it is in the interest of the enlarged European Union to cease to the pressure of
conjuncture factors and to put under discussion the continuity and coherence of the
European social model. I, personally, do believe that those attributing to the existence of this
model the failures of Europe in matters of economic competitiveness, are wrong, simplifying
the things in a not allowable way.

These are a few aspects that must stay in the attention of the political responsible and of the

representatives of civil society, who must offer appropriate answers for these risks.

Theo Weigel, Former Federal Minister of Finances, Germany

I totally disagree with Mr Amin. I think the euro is a success and it is not dependent on the
policy of the United States. I think Mr Greenspan would not repeat his remark that the dollar
is our currency and your problem. 50% of the emissions are now in euros and 30% of the
world reserves are in euros. Fifty countries are coupled with the European currency. Of
course it is not a new state but we have rules and they are functioning, we have the rule of

Maastricht with its criteria and the stability pact, and these work.
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I think having checks and balances and a very independent European Central Bank is right
and we need cooperation. We need the members of the euro zone to do more to consolidate,
to make the labour market more liberal and more flexible but we have better financial figures
than ever before regarding deficits and other issues. Most figures are better than the figures
in the United States and so I think it is a success and it works without having a new state and

a new institution.

Horst Mahr, Foreign Affairs Association, Germany

Just a short comment for Mr Braithwaite with regard to the European army. I think no soldier
would want to die either under a national general or under a European one but we are at a
very good stage in the development of a European army. First, may I remind you of the
European Corps unit of 60,000 people and we are in Kosovo at the moment with 18,000
soldiers from different nations of the European Union. That was under German command
until two months ago and is now under French command. If there were a crisis of course
they would follow the commands of the respective commander.

We have to develop this army also as regards the development of armaments. It makes no
sense to produce different jets in Europe, we have to concentrate production and we also
have to strengthen our nuclear armaments because we only have a small capability in France
and in Britain. If Pakistan and Israel have nuclear armaments then an economic superpower
like the European Union needs them too, especially in the changing world that has been
mentioned so many times today. So I would say there is no option but to develop this army.
The problem, however, is not so much in the command structure at a staff level but in the

command structure as regards the infantry. It is much easier in the air force and in the navy
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but if you go to the infantry fighting forces you have to have national command at a battalion
level because they will not understand the commanders and you have to establish a common
European language like the Habsburg monarchy had with all the different nations in their

empire. I think we have no other option. -

Daniel Daianu, Professor of Economics, National School of Administrative and
Political Studies (SNSPA), Bucharest, former Finance Minister of Romania

After the fall of communism most analysts viewed global competition as, essentially, pitting
an Anglo-Saxon model (US, UK), more market-based, against a Continental mode/ (France,
Germany, etc.). There was talk, also, of a tri-polar world economy, with Japan as a third
center. But China’s formidable economic ascent in the last couple of decades and an unbound
India have entailed tectonic shifts in the global economy —against the backdrop of the new
information and communication technologies. China’s and India's vitality is illustrated by
economic growth rates, export expansion, the size of forex reserves, the absorption of and,
increasingly, the generation of modern technologies. Together, they produce over %2 million
engineers yearly and their scientists are ever more present in top professional journals; they
make inroads in the remaking of the institutional setup that has ordered international
economic affairs after the second world war. Major Chinese and Indian companies have got
global reach and acquire stakes in firms around the world, including western economies.
China (in particular), India, Brazil are increasingly visible in regions of the world for the sake
of controlling scarce, exhaustible resources (oil and gas). China uses international economic
aid as a means to bolster its credentials in poor countries that have major natural resources -

-in Africa, for example. This poses a challenge to the US and the EU. Russia is staging a
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comeback on the international scene owing to its enormous natural resources; Lukoil,
Gazprom have been expanding their operations in Europe by capitalizing on EU’s high
dependence on external supplies of energy and its lack of a common energy policy. The
results of the recent NATO summit in Bucharest show Russia’s leverage on EU heavyweights
and a lesser American clout inside the Alliance.

In Asia, except India and, partly, Japan, the prevailing form of capitalism has an authoritarian
nature and hinges on state structures. This capitalism relies on corporatist networks, on
industrial policies and selective protectionism; it operates in Russia too, where the state
controls major groups in the energy field. And it goes without saying that economic rationality
can blend with other motives when state interests are heavily at stake, in a world which is
increasingly worried about the scarcity of non-renewable energy resources, in which global
warming creates highly complicated policy tradeoffs; in a world in which food, too, is
becoming less plentiful under the pressure of global warming and rising demand. The
controversy surrounding sovereign wealth funds is to be seen from this perspective.
Globalization pressures have not created a “flat world economy”, as Thomas Friedman would
say. Zero-sum games can, frequently, be the norm, especially during periods of rapid and
frantic changes, when adjustment costs vary enormously among countries. The redistribution
of world economic power induces geopolitical effects, which concern regional political and
economic dynamics, political and security alliances, the structures of global governance, the
struggle for the control of strategic resources, etc.

The western world will stay as the most powerful, economically and militarily (hard power),
for the foreseeable future. But the US has been weakened by external deficits (over-

consumption) and military overstretch (Irak, Afghanistan, etc). A new financial crisis (after
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the Enron, LTCM, and Dotcom. episodes) points the finger at major weaknesses of a model of
financial governance, with its under-regulation and inadequate supervision, as well as an
excessive belief in the self-equilibrating virtues of markets. Likewise, the EU is at pain in
managing its increasing organizational complexity while demographics and a strained welfare
state compound an agenda which is overwhelmed by policy trade-offs. 7he Reform Treaty is
a significant step forward, but it has yet to show its concrete benefits. This said, it is fair to
observe a wide variety of economic and social performance in the EU.

Authoritarian temptations, or direct state involvement in the economy/society, find new ways
in the western world, too, because of the worries created by terrorism, the effects of global
warming, the need to secure energy supplies and summon resources rapidly in order to attain
major objectives. The rise in economic nationalism (patriotism) is to be seen in this context,
as is a resurrection of a policy paradigm which sees in state action an optimal means for
achieving results when being under terrible constraints. Elements of a war economy type of
policy-making may proliferate, be it in a hectic, convoluted way, in the years to come.
Moreover, the spreading financial strains around the world provides a strong vindication to
those who have cautioned against market fundamentalism and reckless deregulation since
long. Financial innovation does bring benefits, But the way it has proceeded in the past
decade has made financial markets opaque and identified, frequently, more with casino
trading. Ironically, what was designed to diminish risk at the individual level has exacerbated
it at the macro level, thus increasing systemic risk. Pretty insightfully Warren Buffet had
called some of the synthetic products “financial weapons of mass destruction”. This financial
crisis has tarnished business practices the western world has been preaching to others. Now,

it is the high time to enact policies that value pragmatism and distinguish between free and
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non-regulated markets.

The world we are heading to does not secure the supremacy of “liberal democracy”
automatically, everywhere. And a relative decline of the economic power of the US and EU in
the world is quite likely in the decades to come. However, this relative decline can be
accompanied by a rise of soft power, especially if liberal values would spread more and more.
But the West's expansion of soft power implies more concern for global issues and the
involvement of the emerging global powers in their management; it also implies less hubris
and arrogance in the conduct of foreign and security policy, pragmatism and open-
mindedness in policy-making and, not least, a reappraisal of ethical values which have
brought prosperity and citizens” empowerment during modern history. This reappraisal would

include paying genuine attention to the concerns of the rest of the world.

Mikhail Gorbachev

Maybe Russia joining the EU is a very distant objective and perhaps it is too early to talk
about it, but I think that what we should talk about is what the European Union should do so
that we have the same understanding and stand on the same side. Nobody is saying say that
Russia should join Europe right now, but there is Europe and there is the EU and there is
Russia and they have very substantial external interests. How can you build relations if this
treaty that we used to have, the partnership and cooperation agreement, has become
obsolete? This is one point and the other is that I believe that there must be something that
can allow a partnership, that would give a form to a partnership or that could deepen our
relations and co-operation even before accession. Of course, it is a long-term objective but

there is a certain reality which compels us to find those forms that suit the needs of both
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parties. So we should enhance our partnership. Wherever I go [in Europe], everybody says
that we should cooperate with Russia and it is the same in Russia as well, but every time the
EU and Russia meet they make no progress, and I think this is where we should search for a
solution.

Philippe Herzog

I think this is a very important statement with regard to Russia and we have to dream about
a future where there is a coming together of the European Union and Russia. We should
dream about integration and I share this opinion. In terms of democracy I would like to point
out that Europe is a task, it is a democratic work in progress and I have the same experience
as Mario Monti. Our citizens have been kept away from this work in progress for a long time.
Admittedly, this was also true in the nation states. Further, the nation states do not always
do all they could to make sure that citizens can get more involved in and closer to Europe.
There are many things happening in Brussels, there is a more representative democracy
being built, but I believe that very often states are more of an obstacle than a facilitator
when forwarding information from Brussels to citizens. Most politicians blame Brussels, albeit
light-heartedly on occasion, when a problem arises and of course this does not endear us to
European citizens, so I think that institutional reform is very important for the future and
after the reform treaty and after a debate of 10 to 15 years we can overcome this stage.

Our institutions will never be optimal but this is what we should work towards and what is
important is what we do together. We cannot continue to go over the debate again and again
on how political union can be achieved. This morning we identified various internal and
external challenges and we should re-examine these external challenges and reshape our

policy towards Russia and Turkey and with our friends in various countries we should renew
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our relations in every field where they are not working properly.

In multilateral terms the failure of Dohar shows that there are massive problems in the
solution of global problems as well. We have a lot of responsibility and other tasks ahead, our
citizens want answers and as regards internal issues I think we should further consolidate the
union and at the same time make it more transparent. Various programmes and measures
should be implemented and we should not acquiesce and say that there are certain

difficulties as we did with the Galileo project.
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WORKSHOP 1
How to unite after the enlargement: Europe of variable geometry, different

speeds, asymmetric expectations

Chair: Vilmos Szabo, Vice-Chairman, Foreign Affairs and Hungarians Abroad
Committee, Hungarian Parliament

We have experienced the past decade and a half as a success story because Europe has
managed to find its identity, its European self and it has integrated all the countries it had
lost during previous centuries. None of the newly joint countries decided to live apart from
Europe, we were forced to do that and I think that it was very lucky that in 1990 the situation
changed and enabled us to decide in a sovereign and independent manner whether we
wanted to belong to the European Union or not. So, it is a success story, that is not yet over
and nor is the enlargement process over and it will continue to be a success story if the new
enlarged Europe proves to be functional and operational. This means that Europe will be able
to meet and find solutions to all challenges which not only Europe but the world, now faces.
We know from previous experience it is not an easy task to achieve this, it is enough to

remember the constitutional treaty and the procedure leading to it and its outcome.

Zakhari Zakhariev, Presidentof the Slaviani Foundation, Bulgaria

I would like to start by stating that the European Union has been enlarged, and mostly
towards the east, and I think this is a very important step and it is also important to bear this
in mind when we want to analyse the processes that are currently taking place on our

continent and also outside the European Union. If we look at the very strict criteria imposed
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on the countries that would like to join, I think that with few exceptions there are hardly any
countries that could meet these strict criteria. These are issues and questions both for the old
countries and for the new.

The first issue is whether this family of the European Union is ready to stand up for a
common European future or will there be a transition period. Will there be an uncertainty
period both economically and politically and will the European Union be able to act as a
counterweight to all the external influences, which are destructive from the point of view of
building a European house?

The second question concerns those countries that in some ways lag behind the rest of
Europe. To what extent will these countries be able to catch up? Will the European Union be
ready to sacrifice their own well-being, their own position, their own wealth in order to
achieve a certain balance and help these countries to catch up?

The third question concerns the possibilities for these countries within the framework of the
European Union. Will these countries be able to redefine European civilisation or redefine
what European development means?

Many elements in terms of politics and the economy have been inherited from the past. Can
we take all of these into account in a constructive way when we are looking for the new ways
to lead us to the future? In what way will the European Union be able to find a future for
itself?

These are the questions that do not have clear answers. At this stage after enlargement, the
European Union has still not found the answers. For example, what the Union means by full
integration is, in my opinion, one of the main hindrances to development.

Unfortunately history never gives us time to sit down and think about what the next step
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should be. That is why the problem is a new one because there is an unofficial agreement
that there will be a sort of pause, a period of thinking - this is an issue that was launched by
our German friends. This is not a formal thing, that has not been clarified either.

The Kosovo problem is yet another question that is open and it really is a challenge and it will
test how we formulate integrated policies and the extent to which the European Union will be
able to defend the principles and desires it represents.

From the Bulgarian point of view we can get out of this if we widen towards the Balkan area.
I am not only referring to the destiny of Serbia, the question is not only the fate of Kosovo
but also that of Macedonia. What kind of future can we imagine for Macedonia? It is
something that is in the back of everybody's minds and I think the solution to all these
problems is if we manage to join all these countries into a federation of states together with
Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia. These countries can be invited to join us and Albania
would be the next step. It will require a political decision, but will the European Union be able
to digest all this? Won't it just trigger a chain reaction? I'm thinking of Moldova and other
countries. What kind of an answer are we going to give to that? I am saying this because we
are aware of the challenges of a very rapidly changing world and this creates a highly
complicated situation and the European Union seemingly is unable to react properly and,
most of all, in time. I am personally convinced that the only solution we have is enlargement
and integration and if the European Union wants to act as a union and not only as a common
market then it has obligations to fulfil.

This brings me to the decision-making mechanisms, the constitutional treaty and all related
matters. I think the European Union now has reached a crossroads, more questions than ever

before are still open and we have more questions than answers. I am not talking about crises
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but I would dare say that there are at least critical challenges, so the problems have a critical
character and unfortunately it seems the European Union is not prepared to find or give
answers.

My very last thought: we have talked extensively here among ourselves about what kind of
institutional possibilities exist but we tend to forget about one thing, namely that the
European Union cannot have a future without involving the so-called civil factor. We have
talked a lot about a civil society but there is no such thing as a civil society yet in any of our
countries and if we are unable to take a step forward in this regard I do not think that either

we or the union will be able to find an answer.

Pierre Chevallet, ICEO — Institute for Studies of Oriental Europe

I was once in Budapest attending a scientific symposium. One evening after dinner the chief
of my department suggested we go to the bar for a last drink. At the bar we met many fellow
members of our symposium and we began talking and everybody was speaking in English.
After some time the lone American in the group said goodnight and left; however, the
conversation continued in English. A few minutes later a Swiss-German colleague said, “I
think I know you well enough to tell you that if we wanted we could speak in French.”In fact
all the members around the table were able to speak perfect French, even those who were
not of French origin. This means that often we have no need or obligation to speak in English
but we do it unconsciously and out of habit. The British SAS troops’ motto is: Where there is
a will, there is a way (sic), this should be the motto of the European Union. Let me go on in
French because I support the marvellous and important and noble work of the interpreters,

so I will speak in French if you don't mind.
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Jean Monnet is often quoted as having said: “If I could do everything all over again, I would
start with culture”. Fortunately, not everything needs to be redone. However, the main points
have to be strengthened to make the EU viable and livable in the long term. To live together
and understand one another, we need to learn to know one another. This is why the different
languages used within the European Community institutions and in the European Union are
so important. It is very obvious that there is a crisis of democracy in the European Union but
especially in France.

In this very difficult climate, we use a single language in trade and commerce and this can
only reinforce the feelings of European citizens that the politics of the European Union are
carried out without them or even against them. Europe is the common heritage of all
Europeans and they should all take an active part in its political and cultural construction. As
with any other construction, to be solid, Europe needs good cement and the essential factor
of cohesion and identification in any group of humans is language.

The European Union is faced with increasing difficulty especially with the increase of official
languages from 20 to 22. The most important documents today are only discussed in English.
As far as multilingualism is concerned, we only talk about a single language and that is
English. American English has become a real international lingua franca, anyone who knows a
few words immediately starts speaking this language when exchanging information and
talking about scientific issues. Do people really know this language sufficiently? Churchill once
said that English is the easiest language to speak badly, and English today has become the
most common language but it is still not the language of Europe.

None of the European languages can claim to be the only language while Latin should be or

could be one of those. In addition to English, in addition to Anglo-Saxon culture, it would be
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very useful in general terms to use a Roman language too. Which language could this be? It
could be French, which used to be a universal language and is recognized at the United
Nations and other institutions as such. The European Parliament should formulate clear
regulations on how different European languages can be used within the European Union.
Leaders from Polish universities and leaders from French universities had a meeting in
Krakéw in June 2001 and they reached a clear decision: tri-lingualism is what is acceptable,
this is how we can protect the existence of various European languages and also their
culture. I think we should respect these languages and this is why we make the following
suggestions, which have already been channelled to European leaders. We suggest that
everybody should use their mother tongue and this really would give a sense to democracy.
This proposal would oblige people to use at least three European Union languages, this
means everybody should learn two foreign languages and in that way bilateral and
multilateral relations in Europe could go on more smoothly.

I am pleading for cultural language diversity to be preserved throughout Europe and every
single country has an interest in this. The rectors of Polish and French universities are
working in this direction and they would like to make sure we teach a number of foreign
languages and we should not only focus on language learning but also on motivation in order
to solve these language problems.

A trilingual Europe would also mean that we could preserve European humanism, the
achievements of the Age of Enlightenment, and please allow me to point out once again that
language is not just a vessel or carrier of ideas, it is a support and the soil for seeds of

thought.
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Rodric Braithwaite, Former Ambassador of the UK to the USSR and the Russian
Federation

I just wanted to make one point. In the European Union, which is based on law, all formal
acts have to be translated into all the languages because the laws have to be executed by
people in France, in Hungary, in Greece in their own languages and by people who do not
speak anything else. In Bulgaria there are lots of officials who speak only Bulgarian and
therefore the question of a dominant or a group of dominant languages in the European
Union seems to me to fall away, you cannot have it. Lots of people in my country cannot
understand why there have to be so many languages and the answer is perfectly simple -
because everything has to be reduced to a law in 27 different countries. It is not a cultural

problem at all it is a technical one.

Pierre Chevallet, ICEO — Institute for Studies of Oriental Europe

You are perfectly right. Everything is translated into all the languages but that is not
democratic. In the end you receive the translated paper but democracy means that you
participate in the discussion. We need translators of course but not with the minimum of
efficiency. Efficiency is three languages a mother language and two main languages. There is
no other solution. I can tell you another thing, I am involved in a lot of cooperation
programmes for example the Erasmus programme. The Erasmus programme is perfect, we
receive students from Italy, we receive students from Spain and when they arrive they all
speak English. It is perfect, they have poor English, we have poor English and the more we
speak , the poorer the English gets. You must be very careful, we do not push people to

learn many languages and I think trilingualism is the only solution.
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Vilmos Szabo, Vice-Chairman of the Foreign Affairs and Hungarians Abroad
Committee of the Hungarian Parliament

I think German would have been equally suitable as a lingua franca, at least among the
Hungarians. German used to be a very important language in Hungary but now Hungary has
joined the Francophone family. Our previous prime minister (Péter Medgyessy) spoke very
good French and loved French culture. We have a saying in Hungary that a nation can survive
through its language. This means that each country can preserve its culture if they preserve

the language.

Adam Michnik, Editor-in-Chief of Gazeta Wyborcza, Poland

This initiative taken by Mikhail Sergeevich Gorbachev is tremendously important, and why is
this so? Because it enhances dialogue. Mikhail Gorbachev said some time ago that this
attitude of dialogue is not shared by many in Moscow. As has already been said, Russia is
Europe, Russia is a democratic country and this is very important if we mean dialogue
seriously and if we want to pursue the philosophy of peace sincerely. Over the past couple of
months, all of us have heard Mr Putin, who favours the language of confrontation, which is
quite threatening. It is not threatening because I come from a neighbouring country and
because I am aware of our shared history, but I think this is a threat to Russians themselves.
I know that I am debating with my friend Grinberg who, in a very graphic manner, explained
the perspectives of the Russian intelligentsia. May I call this debate a confrontation between
friends? For the Poles, the European Union is a brilliant thing, it is a truly revolutionary idea
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and a positive revolution. There is one question that arises here, what we see in Poland is
that there are many who are eurosceptic. I really do not understand why because European
enlargement, at least in Poland’s case, has had very positive outcomes and has brought many
good things with it.

Some two years ago, a coalition came to power that was outspokenly anti-European, it was
nationalistic from an ethnic point of view, it was populist and xenophobic and it was explicitly
so. They said that Poland was a country surrounded by enemies and that the main enemy
was Russia, followed by Germany. European integration now has a twofold meaning, the first
trend is the integration process itself and the second is separatism. When perestroika
happened, some of its outcomes were very dubious. There was democratisation and the
effect was that not only liberal or democratic ideas came to the forefront but chauvinism,
nationalism and separatism came to the surface, too. This was a tragic event which led to the
war in the Balkans, but let us look at what happened in the Caucasus region or the Velvet
Revolution in the Czech Republic or the upheaval in Transylvania. This is a disease that
affects not only the post-communist countries but it can also be seen in France, in Spain, in
Corsica and even in Belgium and we are just watching. I can say that today's conference is
extremely important as well as being very interesting. The reason it is important is because
the subjects raised have no solution so far and so it is very important to talk about these
problems. So I fully second Mr Zakhariev's opinion.

The Poles who voted against the previous government think the European Union is a good
answer to dictatorship, wars and totalitarian regimes. We have had to establish and define
both who the enemies and supporters of democracy are. We saw our Polish colleague Ewa

Zadrzynska, who made cultural programmes about poetry for Polish television and what we
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see is that men and women discuss poetry. This happened before the elections. Then we saw
the Parliamentary debate and the impression was of being in a zoo where normal Poles
became abnormal and on television we saw people who loved poetry and others who
behaved as though they were in a circus. Culture is very important to all of us and it is also
important in terms of integration but there is one question that remains open: what will
happen to the frontiers? Where are the boundaries of Europe and what kind of relationship
does Europe want to have with the United States? This is a question that is fiercely debated
all across Europe.

For example, when the intervention in Iraq happened discussion was stimulated because
there were some who supported intervention. Today I think this was not a good decision.
Some arguments used to support intervention were questionable - that is what they say,
especially in Moscow. Taliban and Al Qaeda followers, however, will see it as a very different
issue. Another question is Turkey or the question of Islam. I fully agree with you that so far
we have been unable to give a clear answer to these questions. What would the layman's
approach be today? In France this is not something that people are particularly concerned
about but they are in Poland. Poland is very divided on this question and there are very
extreme opinions in terms of secular and religious viewpoints. How can you delineate Polish
identity? Is it Christian? Is it Catholic? A secular existence is a fundamental pillar of the
European Union. Russia is also a huge question in this regard, so it is a real challenge.

Ruslan Grinberg mentioned these energy issues and talked about energy blackmail, which
unfortunately is not a joke, it is true. If we face this problem in Europe, we have to analyse
this issue and not only as regards Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary.

Three weeks ago in Prague I talked about this with Victor Orban, an old friend from the days
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of the democratic opposition, and he told me that this old Russian clientele is now coming out
of the deep freeze. So Gazprom and Schroder are not members of the old Soviet clientele,
they stand on a very different basis but the problem is still there. If I look at the foreign
policy rhetoric used by, for example President Putin, then it is not foreign policy but domestic
policy that is being built. This means he wants to reinforce this impression that the enemy is
everywhere. We will often find that Europeans are not prepared enough for Russia but we
must look at the events in Russia, President Putin has achieved a number of successes and
he is highly efficient. If you look at the policy of Jaroslav Kaczynski, it is like listening to a
President Bush but he also repeats the deeds of a President Putin, this is a very dangerous
attitude. I think that not only is the European Union at a watershed but Russia itself is at a
crossroads.

Finally, I believe that what we are witnessing now is an important transformation process in
Western Europe and also in Eastern Europe and Russia. The major question is whether Russia
is indeed a part of Europe or not. For Mikhail Gorbachev or for Andrei Grachev this question is
a non issue, but for Russian nationalists is an issue, it is an open question. Many people say
they are Euro-Asian, not European; or they say that Europe and Russia should go their
separate ways. Then there is the issue of human rights: is it a specialty of the house of
Europe or is it a universal value? If we agree that it is a universal value then we should look
at every country, not only the members of the European Union. We should also look at
Poland. Look at human rights in Poland, the rights of homosexuals, and decide whether they
are respected by the public and by government agencies - I can confirm we are looking for
intervention from Brussels in this regard. I do not believe this would be intervention in our

domestic affairs because discrimination against citizens is something that is widely debated

96



and contested. The European Union is a guarantee not only for us, for Polish people, but for

everybody else, it is a guarantee for democracy.

Victor Kuvaldin, Gorbachev Foundation

I would also like to use the time available to me to focus on the topic of the European dream.
A few figures, if I may, to start. The European Union today represents 7% of the population
of the world and 14% of all the states in the world and more than 20% of the total GDP of
the world. This series of figures indicates that it is a relatively small space with this incredibly
huge accumulated human potential. When we talk about the state of Europe I think it is very
important to be conscious of this, that we have three points of reference in time: the middle
of the 20th century, the start of the 21st century and the middle of the 21st century. I would
like to draw everyone's attention to the fact that the construction of Europe, and as a result
the European Union, is not really the result of a dream, but rather a very rationalistic and
very pragmatic political intention. At the end of a global war they tried to find a response to
three questions. The first was that historical peace between France and Germany had to be
secured and that Europe had to be rid of this ever recurring plague. Secondly, the economic
revival of Europe had to be secured because the very serious after-effects of the war were to
be seen all over Europe. The third was to oppose the historical dangers and risks of
communism, as it was called back then. These practical day-to-day issues needed an answer
and this is how the EU was created and in effect gave a lot more than people had ever
planned. As a result of that, Europe today can offer a very original and successful world order
project.

It is also a captive of its own successes, it has become exaggeratedly attractive and now
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Europe has to pay the bills. The European building of supranational regions, the fundamental
building blocks combining together to form Europe — to show that these are not just empty
words I want to give you an example of how the ten new member states got their admission
to the European Union in 2004 or how Mexico managed to join the Free Trade Area in 1994.
Why these examples? If we compare the GDP figures, area and population numbers of
Mexico on the one side and the ten new countries on the other, they represent approximately
equal strengths. So the accession of the new member states did not involve any particular
limitations, I am aware of those few that were there but people quickly had a right to travel,
to find jobs abroad or participate in a number of programmes. Canada and the United States,
which were just as strong as the European Union, did not secure the same rights to Mexico.
Mexico only got the right to join the Free Trade Area, that was the only right they were given,
nothing more. There was no realignment of Mexico to the United States.

So Europe has chosen a theoretically different path and by comparing it to other successful
integration models I do not want to give the impression that Europe has had it so easy. My
viewpoint, looking at things from Moscow, is very different. Those people who participated in
the construction of Europe had a much better perception of this, but how do we see this from
Moscow? I would like to innumerate seven problems. The first is the autonomous security
issue, and I think it would be silly if Europe were to break with the United States and I find it
inconceivable, as long as Europe is theoretically unable to guarantee its own security. World
leaders and the world's leading powers will never recognize Europe as one of them.

The other is internal concerning self organisation after enlargement with the accession of the
last Balkan countries an extremely serious issue. An efficient workable model has to be found

because Europe does not want to create an empire, but rather a club where everyone enjoys
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equal rights and where small countries and weak countries even receive certain benefits
when compared to large countries like France or Germany. So the small countries are really
loved here in the European Union and this makes it very attractive, but it is also a source of
problems.

The next point is economic efficiency and productivity. The European Union should do
everything in its power to avoid the situation whereby the closer you come to Brussels the
lower your growth rate is, but this problem will never be solved on a stand-alone basis. This
is linked to another problem which is that Europe must regain its leading position in science,
education and high-tech because it will be even more difficult tomorrow with not only the
United States but also eastern Asia competing in this regard. Asia is gearing up for a major
breakthrough.

The fourth problem, and this is something that our colleague from Bulgaria was talking about,
this entire European space should become more unified because what happened in Italy
should not be allowed to repeat itself where there are at least two Italys, north and south.
This is unacceptable for Europe.

The next point is that we must return culture to its traditional role. Europe has always played
a major role in this and now it has been lost.

The sixth problem concerns the partnership that should be established with neighbouring
areas and which should not be an arena for strategic or geopolitical games. Russia and North
Africa are particularly important, these regions should not be opposed to each other, we
should aim for partnership instead.

The seventh and last issue in my view is that Europe has very tough limitations on further

enlargement. The entry of Turkey, the Ukraine and Russia would make for a very different
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Europe and Europe is not yet prepared for this and I do not think it ever will be. I do not
believe that this is the proper recipe so other ways should be chosen especially because the
European model has become so attractive and every other continent is following it with such
keen attention. We should actively co-operate in the creation of models and try to multiply
them. Of course by this I do not mean unlimited development, we should define borders if
you like, but we should try to push Europe towards a leading role and then towards becoming

a foundation for a safe, democratic and flourishing world.

Horst Teltschik, Former President of Boeing Germany

I would like to come back to the question of whether to move forward at either different
speeds or together at the same speed. If you look at the history of the European Union since
1990 there has been a twofold strategy. On the one side, enlargement, and I think it was
absolutely right, and on the other, because of enlargement we are forced to reshape the
institutional framework of the European Union. The question is what it means and whether it
means further integration or not. The problem is how to answer such a question, whether to
move ahead at different speeds or not and what kind of objectives we will have. Is further
integration a real objective? A United States of Europe, for example? The United States of
Europe must not be the same as the United States of America. There have been parties in
Germany with two different programmes who have always spoken of the United Nations of
Europe, why not? The question is whether this is a real objective and whether a
confederation of national states is our objective or a kind of Commonwealth or just a
common market. What is the objective? If we do not know what our objective is we cannot

know how to move ahead.
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Nobody is answering the question of where the final borders of the European Union are to
be. There are now 27 member states, somebody said this morning that a further ten are
waiting for accession and even Russia is discussed as a potential member of the European
Union. This will change the nature of the European Union and what if we also enlarged to
include Morocco, Tunisia and Israel? Everyone is talking about whether they should join
NATO and the European Union, so where is the border? What we can do is what we usually
do, which is to move from crisis to crisis. If you look at the history of the European Union it is
a history of crisis, I am very much in favour of crisis within the European Union because
otherwise we will not get progress. That is the history, therefore I am not afraid of crisis. So
far we have no answers and no government is really answering the question of how to move
ahead. Mostly we are just muddling through.

If we decide to move ahead with further enlargement then it will be difficult to move ahead
with integration. Therefore the real question is whether we should accept those countries
who are eager to integrate, who are eager to move ahead with political integration, and
those who are not ready for that should opt out and wait and see. Perhaps they should not
close the door to the latter, but let the former move ahead with integration.

I am very much in favour of different speeds, it is enough to look at the euro or look at
Schengen. However, if some countries decide we are interested in further integration then
which country should take the lead? Is there any engine to push integration as we had in the
past with France and Germany? Italy joined this engine, then Spain, the Benelux countries
and even Great Britain on occasion. The internal market was very successful because of the
support of Margaret Thatcher, she helped more than Francois Mitterrand at that time. So

sometimes even Great Britain is helpful. My experience in politics is that without anyone to
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take the lead, nothing will happen. This is the same as the relationship with Russia, I will
come back to this tomorrow morning in my speech. The question is, who can it be today and

who should it be?

Horst Mahr, Foreign Affairs Association, Germany

Thank you very much. First, I must say I have partly the impression that we are having an
Alice in Wonderland discussion here. I have worked with my association for forty years and
with the Pan Europa Union to develop and assist the enlargement of Europe then when I
listen to all these comments all they consist of are complaints about the European Union. We
took in states such as Bulgaria and Romania with extreme difficulty after convincing the
original populations of the European Union to accept them. This was a very difficult task and
now you are in and you have your members of Parliament in Brussels and Strasbourg, you
have your billions of euros from the different assistance budgets, you have billions in
investments from all the European Union members and there is a free market. Your workers
can move and from December you will be able to travel straight from Sofia to Prague, for
example. I am sorry to have to say this but all serious crimes in our country are carried out
by Bulgarians and Romanians, so it is extremely difficult to convince the population to do this.
Others constantly talk down the status of the European Union. We have 500 million people
and we have the same GNP as the United States — 30,000 billion euros and Russia is not even
1000. What I expected us to discuss was the further development of the peace project of the
European Union, not the Taliban and not Russia. What has to be solved today is the Balkans.
We have the elections in Kosovo coming up and there are 18,000 soldiers there just to keep

the peace, we should be talking about why we do not integrate Serbia and Kosovo into the
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European Union; if we did the peace project would be effective immediately.

A last word on the language question. I understand our French friends very well, the French
parliament has decided that in my field of international banking all documents have to be in
the French language if you are importing and exporting. This has never succeeded because
whether you like it or not English is the lingua franca of the day. I will stop here, but I am
hurt personally by all this baseless criticism of the European Union and we should be looking
forwards and not complaining all the time. We have a problem with the different speeds in
development. Unicredit is one of the sponsors of the World Political Forum, a big company
like Unicredit does more for European integration than a lot of politicians together. They have
an Academy in Torino for all the managers, they are present in 27 other countries and have a

staff of 170,000 people. They really are doing pragmatic work for Europe.

Ewa Zadrzynska, Executive Director of Evens Foundation
Allow me to get back to the title of the workshop: How to unite after enlargement. Adam
Michnik has mentioned the programme that I have produced, Poetry unites, my favourite
poem this project is sponsored by the Evens Foundation, which I represent in eastern Europe,
and the idea of this project was to use the integrating force of poetry and the goal of the
project is to promote poetry lovers and poetry with the hope that their enthusiasm will be
contagious to thousands or millions of their European fellow citizens.

So far the programme is doing very well, we started the project in Poland and now we
are moving to France and Belgium. Perhaps it would be very good to use this integrating
force of poetry and introduce poetry as an instrument of mutual understanding. So far two

foreign citizens have chosen Russian poems. Poles chose Shakespeare and Goethe and I find
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this incredible.

Rodric Braithwaite, Former Ambassador of the UK to the USSR and the Russian
Federation

It seems to me that discussions about the European Union are always bedevilled by the fact
that we are all trying to get to grips with something which has no precedent in history and is
not adequately understood by political science. We are stumbling around in the dark; we do
not know where this thing is going to go. We cannot know because there is no analogy, it is
not the Treaty of Westphalia and it is also not the destruction of national states or national
cultures - it is something unprecedented. The British, of course, are very difficult in all this
but in a way that fits better into our philosophy than it does into the German philosophy. We
do not need an Entstazion, we do not need a Blaue Blume, we do not need to know where
we're going, we stumble forward from one crisis to the next and then we find we have a
United Kingdom and then, suddenly perhaps, we'll find we do not have a United Kingdom. All
that was done without any theory. I think that is the way the European Union is going to go
forward because the initial Treaty of Rome set simple concrete tasks and we achieved them,
and since then we have not really known where we are going. We are experimenting. For the
British, that ought to be all right, it isn't for reasons that you know, but it ought to be
something we were comfortable with. In fact there is a political problem for the British
because the continentals keep on telling our anti-Europeans that there is going to be a united
Europe. I do not think there will be a united Europe as people have said, like the United
States of America. People talk about the Confederation, historically every Confederation has

failed, except the Swiss confederation which in fact is not a Confederation. So we are talking
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about moving towards an unknown structure by small steps.

My next point is a Europe of variable speeds, as Horst Teltschik said. We already have a
Europe of variable speeds and, in my view, that can only go a certain distance. If the Europe
we construct has too many variable speeds, then it is no longer Europe; we can have a few
exceptions but certainly a limited number. What about enlargement? I strongly agree that the
next stage ought to be the Balkans, partly because it is de minimis, partly because they are
small countries, partly because we know what happened in the 90s and it is in the middle of
our Europe. Even so, if we are to be serious about the future of the institution these states
have all got to evolve to the point of meeting the standards, being able to cope with the
acquis communautaires, that is the mechanism by which they become full and effective
members of the European Union. Otherwise we do something like we do with NATO, which is
to set some criteria, ignore them and just bring everybody into NATO. The European Union is
something different from that and that brings me to the last problem and that is the question
of sovereignty.

In Britain we seem more afraid of losing our sovereignty to Brussels than we are of losing it
to Washington. We are going to lose some sovereignty either this way or that way. I do not
however think that we risk losing our sense of nationhood or our culture any more than the
French do. Anyone who thinks that Britain has been Americanised does not know Britain and
does not know America. We could hardly be more different, we speak something like a similar
language but even the language is not the same. The Poles have had a problem recently
about Polish nationhood and sovereignty, the whole point of this undertaking is that it
produces a system whereby we can co-operate much more closely than nations have co-

operated in the past but without losing our individual national character. This is what makes
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it an interesting project, it makes it a difficult project and it does raise questions which we
have touched on about how far you can extend the project without reducing it to the very

lowest common denominator.

Andrei Grachev, Chairman of the Scientific Committee, The World Political Forum
As one of the authors of the agenda for this discussion, I am following the diversion that we
have all accepted despite the fact that the question of Europe and Russia is supposed to be
debated tomorrow.

It is important to say that Russia is not an external question to Europe, as Europe is not an
external question to Russia. The European border is an internal border inside Russia and
apparently the approach to Russia is dividing Europe internally as much as, I would say, the
war in Iraq divided Europe just a couple of years ago. So I accept the rules of the game and I
will make just a few comments on this question of Europe and Russia. I'm so pleased that we
are having this open debate, we have Adam Michnik talking about the phantoms of gas
blackmail and even if they are phantoms they are having devastating political effects and we
have Victor Kuvaldin, who is drafting his seven-point agenda for the Europeans but I wish
that each would draft his seven-, ten- or fifteen-point agenda for himself, for his own
country. The phantom of Russian blackmail is a political reality for Poland and the phantom of
the American missile bases in Poland is producing devastating effects inside Russia and it is
playing into the hands of internal anti-European forces inside Russia.

The enumeration of demands that should be formulated for Russia is more than justified and
perhaps Russia should not become immediately a European Union member but at least take

some steps in this direction. Let us take a parallel with Turkey where Europe is using both the
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carrot and the stick. You are imposing some conditions on Turkey that should help it to reach
the status of a European country, but at least you use the carrot: the promise of Turkey at
some distant point becoming a member of the European Union. With Russia the Europeans
are doing two different things at the same time: you are demanding that Russia should
change and become a true European country without offering it any real prospect of
becoming a member of the club. Where is this dialectic of carrot and stick with regard to
Russia? While I think it is the real way to accompany the European transformation of Russia
internally.

NATO can well be one of Russia’s phantoms but it is a phantom with which lives quite a real
life and makes happy those who are nostalgic of the Cold War years both in Washington and
in Moscow. I think all those who do not want a return to the Cold War years should be

conscious of that.

Ion Iliescu, Former President of Rumania

In 1989 there was a real earthquake, a whole system collapsed economically, socially and
politically. The transition period was a very complex one, all the different states had to be
made compatible with the European Union.

The other idea raised was that we have to choose some sort of a solution to integration,
integration inside or integration outside. Should integration start once we are in or should it
start while we are still out? There were 10 or 12 candidates and the first six had 12 years to
prepare for entry, which was useful because we had time to make our systems compatible in
every sense with the structures of the European Union. Despite this, there were still

significant problems left unresolved and that is why there are significant differences between
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the countries not only in terms of GDP per capita but also in terms of salaries.

Many people, especially young people, are fleeing to western countries; very well prepared
people are leaving the country precisely because of this lag that we are suffering from.
Lagging behind is the reason for migration. It is understandable that these people should look
towards the west and I think that when privatisation took place, when the banking system
was privatised, that was the moment when vast numbers of people fled the country. Despite
people in the banking sector being paid much higher salaries than those in the public sector,
they still left the country in huge numbers, mainly because a simple employee in a western
country earned as much as a minister in our country. We had to avoid a situation when
everybody left the country, we do not want to have a country which is empty. This is why we
were forced to raise salaries and wages on some occasions by as much as ten times. Salaries
were increased in the public sector, for ministers and so on, and of course we could not
increase everybody's salaries at once, and this meant that the differences in salary became
quite marked - the gap was widened.

Then there was the case of the doctors. Medical schools in our country are very good, they
provide very good training and many who left these schools left the country as well. Many
skilled workers such as those working in shipyards left in order to earn higher salaries.
Obviously this has an impact on the public sector, we had to retain people with expertise and
knowledge and we had to stop this brain drain in some way and still we did not manage. So
there is a substantial lack of trained people in our country, there is a social dimension to
these economic changes and we have to bear this in mind.

Let me come back to enlargement and the lessons that can be drawn from it. First of all,

there were substantial differences depending on when enlargement took place, in terms of
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the level of development of the countries that were admitted, and also in terms of to what
extent the Union was prepared to accept these countries. In 1970-72 it was very different to
how it is now. Back then it was just an economic unity and now it is the European Union with
much wider authority. Members should now make much greater efforts than those who
joined the common market back then. One conclusion is that there is a huge difference in
terms of the economic level of development when considering a multi-speed Europe. It is
logical that we forecast temporary periods when new member states have to be helped. On
the other hand, states that have come from totalitarian or fascist systems, such as Greece,
Spain or Portugal have to be helped to facilitate their adaptation to laws.

There are also countries that are not willing to join certain common policies or join certain
forms of integration that the majority desire because they want to safeguard their
sovereignty. This is a very different issue. Some of these countries have not joined the euro
zone or the Schengen area, they are not willing to accept certain majority decisions. This kind
of behaviour is against the concept of Europe and some states which economically,
democratically or legally speaking are fully prepared to switch into the highest gear, refused

to do so of their own will and that is against the concept of Europe.

Adam Michnik, Editor-in-Chief of Gazeta Wyborcza, Poland

I would like to reflect very briefly on some of the ideas that have been raised. The first
question is the presence of American missiles in Poland, I think this really depends on the
context. I am convinced that the citizens of Poland who accept this, and this is a very big

group and they operate on very simple arguments: they do not know what is going to
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happen in Russia in the future. We are watching very closely, we are looking at the
propaganda and the rhetoric but we also think that a totalitarian resurgence is possible.
Russian imperialistic traditions are based on a totalitarian system in domestic policy as well.
These traditions really represent an expansionist trend in foreign policy as well, while on the
other hand there is a certain kind of isolation that we can see within Russian politics, which
means that also here there is this drift towards totalitarianism. So this question is still open
today.

I completely agree that there has been some hysteria on the part of the Polish government
and this kind of hysteria can also generate nationalistic statements from Moscow. I hate the
representations of Kaczynski and our foreign minister where they expressed their hatred
towards Russia. I hate these statements but should we remain silent when we see what
negative trends there are in Russia? Is silence the best answer?

With regard to blackmail: if Moscow says to the Ukraine: vote for Yanukovich and the price of
low oil will be low, but vote for Yushchenko and you will see what happens, then that is
classic blackmail. This remains an open question. Is it silence that the Russian intelligentsia or

the Polish intelligentsia want or should we respect our national dignity?
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WORKSHOP 2
European social model: how to reconcile national experiences, economic interests,

survive in the global economy

Chair: Thierry Jeantet, Forum du MontBlanc

I think this morning it was clearly stated that this small Europe, even though it consists of 27
members, cannot withdraw itself from a larger Europe which used to have 50 members, that
is the Council of Europe. This afternoon's discussion is even more important because the
European Union has an obligation towards a larger Europe. This issue of a Europe without
boundaries, which was discussed this morning, is very important because of its geographical
position. As regards its social aspects, the European Union is a little bit torn apart, in the
sense that all of us who are sitting here are very well aware that over the past few years the
European Union has been unable to hold back the development of inequalities. Despite this
fact, the concept of a social model is used in a very wide sense for political reasons. In a
larger Europe, and you know this very well, 20% or 30% of the people live on barely three
or four euros a day and this should give us cause for concern. So Europe is a bit fragmented
and even within the European Union the employment situation is very uneven and unequal.
Unemployment in my own country is 8.5% and in our fight against unemployment we have
not yet been successful.

Europe is divided into different systems regarding social protection even if there are certain
agreements such as those between the European Trade Union Federation and the various
industrialists” organisations. There are certain so-called public systems in place but in some

countries they are losing their importance, for example in I