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To the surprise of many opinion pollsters and political com-
mentators it became clear late in the evening of 7 June 2009 
that the real winners in the European elections were the 
Greens. They were the only political group in the European 
Parliament that had managed to increase their number of 
seats. Few would have forecast this even a few days before. 
Indeed many would have seen maintaining the same number 
of seats as a victory.  As it was, the new European Parliament 
saw not 35 Green members but 46. The new Green Group is 
driven by a strong French-German motor and by the enthu-
siasm of many new, many young parliamentarians. They will 
need perseverance, imagination and a sense of reality to 

master the many difficult challenges ahead: the tackling of 
climate change; the response to the financial and economic 
crisis; the expansion of the EU’s enlargement process; the 
further democratisation of the European institutions; the 
development of a humane migration policy; the protection 
of civil rights and the strengthening of the role of the EU 
as an actor in foreign and security policy, to name just a 
few. The European Union office of the Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung 
has invited eleven new Green Members of the European 
Parliament from five different countries to write about their 
ambitions for Europe. What are the goals of the new Greens 
and how do they want to achieve them?
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FOREWORD

There are many different ways of getting involved 
in Green politics and mine was certainly very 
different. In 1987 I was director of a Belgian cater-
ing company in Brussels and, in that capacity, 
responsible for the menus in the restaurant of the 
European Parliament. Every day we had to sup-
ply 700 meals in 90 minutes taking into account 
the varying tastes of twelve nationalities. We were 
also boycotting South-African products. As if this 
was not already difficult enough, a staff mem-
ber of the Greens one day entered our kitchen 
requesting that a vegetarian dish be added to 
the daily menu. This was outrageous!  I was not 
amused and neither was the chef. The Green 
would not give in. In the end, I did but it took 
me seven long months to persuade the chef. I 
dragged him to all the vegetarian restaurants then 
in Brussels, each one even more esoteric than the 
last, and it cost me innumerable bottles of wine 
to whip up his enthusiasm for meatless cooking. 
In the end, the chef surrendered. Since then the 
European Parliament restaurant has always fea-
tured a vegetarian course on the menu and I have 
been hooked on Green politics. 
 
In those days the Greens were a rather chaotic lot: 
seven Germans, two Dutch and two Belgians, if I 
remember correctly. In fact, their exact number 
was hard to tell, because every Green Member of 
Parliament had to share his or her term of office 
with a designated successor (Nachrücker), a rota-
tion system nobody in their right mind could 
actually understand. They called themselves the 
Green Alternative European Link (GRAEL) and, 
being too few in number to be recognised as a par-
liamentary group, they had to join the Rainbow 
Group, another exotic ensemble encompassing 
various regionalists as well as the Danish People's 
Movement against the European Community. The 
German presence in the Green Group was pre-
eminent and at times even suffocating for the 
representatives of the smaller countries; Green 
attitudes towards the European Community, its 
institutions and policies were unclear; common 
goals were hard to define, strategies on how to 

achieve them often passionately contested. What 
kept them together was a common feeling of eco-
logical responsibility, environmental preservation 
and the search for an alternative economy and 
society. The established parties and the institu-
tional bureaucracy watched the newcomers with 
suspicion. The somewhat motley crew, bizarrely 
dressed and coiffed, ‘desecrated’ the sacred halls 
of the European Parliament by organising con-
ferences on racial equality, gay rights, AIDS and 
the rights of prostitutes and did not even shrink 
from inviting the target groups into the shrine of 
European democracy. The establishment was 
appalled; some – to their credit – were amused 
and even curious. These were tough and exciting 
times for Green politics. It was also a period of 
learning, not only from each other but also from 
the initially despised establishment. Sometimes 
everything seemed to sink into chaos (the ‘rota-
tion system’ only contributed to the general 
hullabaloo) but, in the end, reason almost always 
prevailed. After five years, the first Green Group 
bowed out with dignity. They had come of age and 
they had made a difference – not only regarding 
the menu!  The scepticism of the establishment 
towards the ‘intruders’ had declined. After all, the 
sacred walls of the parliament were still standing 
– even though they had become more permeable 
– and some of the Greens had proved to be hard 
workers and had earned the respect of their col-
leagues. The next Green Group in the European 
Parliament were able to enter a period of consoli-
dation, even though their political ambitions and 
attitude towards the European Community were 
still far from clearly defined. 

In the 1989 elections the Green parties won 26 
seats, an astonishing breakthrough. The del-
egations from Germany (7) and France (8) were 
almost equally strong and the South was repre-
sented by four Italians (from two different Green 
parties) and members from Spain and Portugal. 
The Greens were now big enough to separate 
from the Rainbow Group and form their own par-
liamentary group under the name Green Group. 
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The activism of the first five years diminished as 
the Greens became more involved in the nuts and 
bolts of parliamentary work. When the Wall and 
the Iron Curtain fell in 1989, the Green Group 
actively promoted the swift deepening of relations 
with the countries of central and eastern Europe. 
In November 1993, when the Maastricht treaty 
entered into force and the European Community 
turned into the European Union, the Greens 
seemed ready to embrace the European project. 
They had understood that social, environmen-
tal and other issues could be best addressed at 
European level. 

When my professional life brought me back to 
Brussels on that memorable day in September 
2001 that has gone down in history as 9/11, 
Europe was well on the way to reunification. 
East and West Germany had become one and 
the ex-communist countries of central and east-
ern Europe were knocking at the door of the 
European Union. The Greens embraced enlarge-
ment but failed to take root in central and eastern 
Europe. When the European elections came only 
a few weeks after enlargement had taken place, 
the Greens – the most ardent supporters of the 
integration of ‘the East’ – found themselves with-
out representatives from the new Member States. 
After a pan-European election campaign that had 
started with the founding of the European Green 
Party (EGP), the first Europe-wide party, in Rome 
in February 2004, they won 35 seats. The Greens 
became prominent in the debate on European 

integration and Green members took an active 
part in the Convention that drafted the ill-fated 
European constitution.

In the 2009 elections, the Greens emerged, unex-
pectedly, as winners. Even though there are still 
no Green members from central and eastern 
Europe and southern Europe is clearly under-rep-
resented, the EGP member parties won 46 seats, 
their best ever result. The new Green Group is 
driven by a strong French-German motor and by 
the enthusiasm of many new, young parliamen-
tarians. They will need perseverance, wisdom, 
imagination and a sense of reality to master the 
many difficult challenges ahead: climate change; 
the financial and economic crises; the expan-
sion of the EU’s enlargement process; the further 
democratisation of the European institutions; a 
humane migration policy; the protection of civil 
rights and the role of the EU as an actor in foreign 
and security policy. But, the new group can start 
with a clean slate: the tug-of-war over the Lisbon 
treaty is finally over; new windows of opportunity 
have opened. In this spirit the European Union 
office of the Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung has invited 
eleven new Green Members of the European 
Parliament from five different countries to write 
about their ambitions for Europe. The Greens 
have come a long way since their first tenta-
tive steps in Brussels and Strasbourg and I am 
extremely grateful that I have had the chance to 
watch them grow up. 

Claude Weinber has been the Director of the European Union office of the Heinrich-
Böll-Stiftung (hbs) in Brussels since September 2001. Previously, he was Director of 
the hbs Regional Office in Tel Aviv. From 1994 to 1997 he worked as a foreign and 
security policy advisor to Angelika Köster-Lossack, member of the German Bundes-
tag from BÜNDNIS 90/DIE GRÜNEN. Claude Weinber was executive director of the 
Institute for applied environmental research Katalyse e.V. in Cologne (1992-1994), 
coordinator of Ami(e)s de la Terre (CEAT-FoEE) in Brussels (1988-1991), and direc-
tor of the catering company Belgorest S.A., also in Brussels (1986-1989).
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To the surprise of some opinion pollsters and 
political commentators it became clear late in the 
evening of 7 June 2009 that the real winners in the 
European elections were the Greens. They were the 
only political group in the European Parliament (EP) 
that had managed to increase their number of seats. 
Few would have forecast this even a few days before. 
Indeed many would have seen maintaining the 
same number of seats as a victory. As it was, the new 
European Parliament saw not 35 Green members but 
46. Together with the regionalists of the European 
Free Alliance (EFA) and later with the affiliation of 
the Swedish Pirate Party, the parliamentary group of 
The Greens/EFA even expanded from 44 to 55 mem-
bers. When one considers that the total number of 
seats in the European Parliament has been reduced 
from 785 to 736, the result is in fact better than it 
would first appear. The Greens are now the fourth 
largest political group in the EP. The conservatives 
also won more seats but the European People’s Party 
grouping actually declined with the departure of the 
British Tories and other Eurosceptic parties.

This victory means that we have a duty to justify 
the enormous electoral support we have received 
by ensuring a successful Green agenda in the com-
ing five years. How should we measure our success 
and failure when looking back in 2014?  What crite-
ria should we use?  In my view we should be able 
to measure our success in terms of answers to the 
following three questions:

 How far have we been able to steer EU poli-
cies into a sustainable Green direction?

 How far have we been able to strengthen 
Green parties throughout the whole of the EU?

 How successful have we been in promoting 
and strengthening the idea of European unity?

The Green New Deal

When answering the first question we will need 
to remember that the Greens won the European elec-
tions of 2009 on the promise of a Green New Deal. 
This was seen as a comprehensive response to the 
multiple crises that have confronted Europe and the 
world since the beginning of the 21st century with 
the most dramatic example being the economic and 
financial crisis during the 2009 election campaign. 
The spectre of the 1930s depression, with its mass 
unemployment, has returned to haunt us. A more 
long-term and serious threat is climate change, for 
which countermeasures are only painfully slowly 
being undertaken. In addition, there is the social cri-
sis brought about by decades of neo-liberal policies 
that have ever widened the economic gap between 
rich and poor and resulted in a new underclass. We 
should also not forget the crisis brought about by 
mankind’s wasteful use of natural resources, con-
suming as though we had two planets to draw on.

The Greens have promised to address these cri-
ses with a thorough reform of Europe’s economic 
and social systems. The basic idea is simple: using 
the Keynesian method of government spending to 
prime the economy, the Greens favour investment 
in restructuring that protects the environment, 
combats climate change and creates millions of new 
‘green’ jobs. 

The electorate responded positively in those 
areas where this visionary Green New Deal was a key 
element in the campaign. Still, even though the par-
liamentary group of The Greens/EFA has increased, 
its political strength is limited given that the EP has 
736 members. The overall political situation is also 
not ideal as there has been a general shift to the 

HELMUT WEIXLER

Election success is our mandate – what the Greens 
will need to achieve by 2014

INTRODUCTION
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right as the socialists have lost considerable ground. 
The EU Member State governments are mostly in 
conservative hands. If the Greens are to have any 
success in pushing through their ambitious vision 
for Europe, one of their main challenges will be find-
ing suitable coalition partners. Only then will they 
be able to ensure that future EU construction follows 
a ‘green blueprint’.

European construction

What follows is a quick look at where more needs 
to be done and what the markers of Green success 
will be. Of necessity we can only consider the major 
challenges rather than the full list of policies requir-
ing a green input. The following is an outline with 
greater detail being supplied in other chapters of 
this publication.

The Lisbon treaty, which is finally fully ratified, 
provides the European house with a solid founda-
tion after eight years of drama. The treaty provides 
the Union with new areas of competence that will 
need further development, especially in foreign, jus-
tice and home affairs and agriculture. In the coming 
years we will have to restructure traditional policies, 
predominantly those concerning economics and 
the environment.

Construction 1: reform of financial markets.Construction 1: reform of financial markets. The 
Greens must do all in their power to ensure that the 
measures undertaken in the wake of the threatened 
financial collapse become a firm system of control 
for financial markets and institutions that is rigor-
ously applied. Now that the crisis seems to have been 
overcome, many politicians are leaning towards a 
softening of these controls. Bankers would naturally 
like to return to business as usual with the chance 
to make money in the global market and pocket fat 
bonuses. This should not be allowed to happen. The 
Greens must be vigilant in the EP debates on the 
reform of financial markets that the lessons of the 
2008 crash have been well and truly learned. Such 
a crash must never be allowed to happen again. 
Individual measures could serve as a measure of 
green success: shutting off the tax havens that make 
it possible to avoid tax and launder money; introduce 
a system that goes beyond the classical Tobin tax on 
currency exchange to include all financial transac-

tions by 2014. These measures will have two positive 
effects: they will curtail speculation and bring in mil-
lions in extra income that can be used to construct a 
more environmentally friendly economic and social 
system or provide additional development aid. If a 
global financial transaction tax proves impossible, 
the EU should have the courage to go it alone.

Construction 2: climate change policy.Construction 2: climate change policy. The 
Greens need to push the EU towards a more ambi-
tious climate change policy. In 2007, the EU agreed 
a 20/20/20 target for 2020: 20% reduction in CO2 
emissions, 20% reduction in energy consumption 
and 20% more energy from renewable resources. 
Attractive as this formula sounds, it will not be 
enough to tackle climate change. Estimates made 
by scientists and international organisations such 
as the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change 
become gloomier by the year. It would appear that 
a 40% reduction in EU greenhouse gas emissions 
by 2020 is an absolute necessity if we are to hold to 
the target of keeping global warming to 2°C degree 
above the pre-industrial temperature. Europe must 
have the courage to take the drastic measures 
required on its own if the other major CO2 emitters 
such as China, the US, Russia and Japan decide not 
to join in. In the short term, this may well result in 
a loss of competitiveness. This should be balanced, 
however, by well-targeted restructuring assistance 
and lower tariffs for goods produced using environ-
mentally friendly methods. In the long term, such a 
forward looking policy of industrial modernisation 
will improve Europe’s competitiveness. Another 
green success would be the introduction of a CO2 
tax that would encourage low emissions production 
and consumption methods. The earlier vehement 
opposition of some countries to this tax has visibly 
diminished as it has become clear that the European 
emissions trading system introduced as an alterna-
tive has not achieved the desired results.

Construction 3: making economies more enviConstruction 3: making economies more envi--
ronmentally friendly.ronmentally friendly. This will be the real test of how 
successfully the Greens will be able to translate their 
New Deal into reality. It is a gigantic task and implies 
nothing less than a revolution in the way we produce, 
consume and transport. It means a radical depar-
ture from our current method of measuring growth. 
There is, however, no reason for consumer orientated 
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citizens to fear that it means a Spartan existence in 
an eco-dictatorship. The Green New Deal actually 
foresees improvements in the quality of life with the 
magic formula of ‘prosperity without growth’. At least 
it implies a definition of growth that includes social 
and environmental factors that have positive effects 
on economic activity and counts destructive factors 
such as pollution as having a negative impact. There 
are plenty of proposals for new ways to measure 
prosperity and growth and even French President 
Nicolas Sarkozy has spoken in favour of new indi-
cators. The introduction of a ‘green’ gross domestic 
product or whatever it might be called, would give 
impetus to the Green New Deal. This would lead to 
a completely different approach to both public and 
private investment. There would be a clear expan-
sion in investment in energy efficiency, eco-friendly 
product design, renewable energy and all the other 
items on the New Deal agenda. 

The Lisbon strategy could provide the crucial 
impetus to a swift and successful restructuring of 
the EU economy. This strategy, announced with 
much pomp and ceremony by the heads of state and 
government in Lisbon (hence its name) in 2000 has 
the rather boastful aim of making Europe “the most 
dynamic and competitive knowledge-based economy 
in the world capable of sustainable economic growth 
with more and better jobs and greater social cohe-
sion, and respect for the environment by 2010”. Ten 
years down the road and one can only comment that 
this appears to have been all hot air. These ambitious 
aims have for the most part remained unfulfilled. 
The idea of modernising the economy by providing 
generous subsidies to research and education that 
would also help increase employment opportuni-
ties for the most disadvantaged (women and older 
people) was correct. The strategy is also supposed to 
have had a social aspect – at least politicians have 
repeatedly referred to it in their speeches. One area 
that the Lisbon strategy originally failed to mention 
was the environment. This missing third compo-
nent (the other two being the economy and social 
factors) was added on some 18 months later at the 
Gothenburg summit but very little notice has subse-
quently been paid to it. Commission President José 
Barroso finally put paid to it in 2004. In spite of every-
thing, the Lisbon strategy deserves a second chance. 
If the aims of the Green New Deal are respected at 

all levels it might well achieve the historical suc-
cess it desires – albeit with a different definition of 
its goal. How about: to make the Union the world’s 
most advanced proponent of policies to reduce cli-
mate change, protect the environment and establish 
a properly sustainable economy?

Construction 4: immigration and asylum policy.Construction 4: immigration and asylum policy.  
This is an area that will be enormously important 
for Europe’s future. In principle it means a fortress 
Europe with a gate and a drawbridge. Currently too 
many people are drowning in the moat as they try 
to reach the crumbs falling from the EU’s groan-
ing tables. Everyone knows that the Union needs 
immigration. Demographic forecasts are worrying, 
as a rapidly aging population will make it ever more 
difficult for the EU to maintain its economic and 
social systems. Numerous studies have shown that 
those countries that allow immigration how found 
it to have positive effects. Why are immigrants still 
viewed as interlopers against whom Europeans have 
to barricade themselves behind high walls?  Without 
a rational immigration policy dealing with this prob-
lem, the future will become even more difficult. The 
EU has now undertaken a reform of immigration 
policy and the resultant Stockholm programme is in 
the pipeline. In the immigration debate, the Greens 
will have an important role to play in curbing grow-
ing populist sentiment, exposing the cynical actions 
of ministers of home affairs and helping find ways to 
a rational solution.

If, by 2014, we have a rational and humane 
immigration policy, we will have achieved a great 
deal. And if at the same time we can prevent immi-
gration being used as a cover for the introduction of 
an immense surveillance system that also covers EU 
citizens, then the Greens will have done a good job. 
We should, however, not ignore the problems that 
immigration can raise. We especially need to do far 
more to help migrants integrate. Asylum policy also 
needs to be updated and responsibility for asylum 
seekers needs to be better shared among the EU 
Member States.

Construction 5: a new foreign policy.Construction 5: a new foreign policy. Henry 
Kissinger once said that he would believe in a 
united Europe when there was a telephone number 
he could use to call the EU’s foreign minister. Such 
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a number is now available. Although British 
Eurosceptics prevent the use of the title foreign 
minister, de facto the office now exists in the form 
of the High Representative for the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy, who symbolises the beginning 
of a real common foreign policy1. This new policy 
will develop and improve in the coming years. The 
principles underpinning this policy should clearly 
reflect Green party values in that the EU should 
operate as the honest broker of international rela-
tions, active in promoting peace and conflict 
prevention. This implies that the EU should desist 
from imposing disadvantageous cooperation agree-
ments on developing countries in order to further 
its own economic interests and defend human 
rights even when this could negatively impact rela-
tions with more cynical powers.

Construction 6: Social Europe.Construction 6: Social Europe. The economic 
and financial crisis has caused the collapse of the 
neo-liberal system of liberalisation and privatisa-
tion that has been in the ascendant for more than 
30 years. This does not, however, mean that Social 
Europe that has for years been under neo-liberal 
attack is now safe – we will still have to fight for it. 
In recent years there have been numerous attempts 
to undermine Europe’s social model with the best 
known being the infamous Services Directive. This 
sought to erode social standards in the wealthier 
EU states by allowing the much lower standards 
of the new Member States to be applied in older 
Member States.

One striking success in the social area would be 
the introduction of a minimum wage in all Member 
States to curb the downward spiral in wages. 
Naturally the wide differences in the living stand-
ards within the EU would make it impossible to have 
the same minimum wage in all countries.

Construction 7: the internet society.Construction 7: the internet society. The revo-
lution brought about by the fantastic possibilities 
opened up by the internet requires a new legal 
framework. The Greens are working hard to find 
an intelligent way to balance the interest of inter-
net users and those of the authors and artists, who 

require copyright protection. This problem, along 
with the thorny question of internet censorship, has 
led to the founding of so called pirate parties in some 
European countries. We need to find solutions that 
secure internet freedom and encourage new debate 
on intellectual property rights. This legislative 
period will probably see major information technol-
ogy companies once more attempting to introduce 
some form of software patent in order to optimise 
their profits. The Greens have already fought off 
these attempts in the EP and will do so again!

Geographical consolidation

If the Greens are to see this legislative period 
crowned with success they will need to do more 
than give the Union’s main political projects a clear 
green accent. Foremost is the task of consolidat-
ing the Greens’ geographical basis as there are now 
two classes of countries. There are those where the 
Greens are strong and able to achieve double digit 
percentages in elections. These are mostly in the 
western and central European countries of the old 
EU of 15 (Germany, France, Benelux and Austria) 
plus Scandinavia. In other countries the Greens 
are stagnating in a political outer darkness. These 
problem regions are to be found in the new Member 
States and southern Europe. There is, however, 
some glimmer of hope. The Czech Greens made it 
into the national parliament and the government 
before internal quarrels stymied their success in the 
European elections and, for the first time, a Green 
member from Greece now sits in the EP. In contrast, 
for the first time since 1984 there is no Green repre-
sentation in the EP from Italy and there is only one 
Spanish member from Catalonia. We are still await-
ing the election of Polish Green party members to 
the EP. 

There are some promising new developments in 
Hungary where a new generation is providing new 
impetus to green ideas in politics. There is currently 
a new attempt in Spain to bring together the vari-
ous green splinter groups. These fragile plants will 
not flourish without some European care and atten-
tion. It will require an enormous common effort if 

1	 Ironically, the first EU “foreign minister” is from the UK (the editor).
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these parties are to achieve political relevance in 
their various countries. The European Green Party, 
the Greens in the European Parliament, the Green 
think tanks such as the European Green Foundation 
and the Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung need to cooperate to 
produce a strategy that would help green ideas make 
a breakthrough in eastern and southern Europe. It 
is a question of money, training, ideas and person-
alities. One model that could be used successfully 
in the south and east is the French EuropeEcologie 
that helped the green movement achieve such bril-
liant electoral results. Opening up the Green parties 
to representatives of other movements, non-gov-
ernmental organisations (NGOs), civil society and 
intellectuals, without demanding party membership, 
could be one way to revitalise the environmental 
movement in Europe.

Studies show that there is a significant pool of 
potential Green voters in all EU countries and the 
Green parties will need to work hard in the coming 
years to gather, convince and enthuse (politics is 
after all emotion) these men and women.

European unification

Another task for the Greens will be to close the 
gap between European and national politics and 
between Brussels and the capitals. The Lisbon treaty 
can provide help here as it not only strengthens 
the role of the EP but also better involves national 
parliaments in the European legislative process. 
The German Constitutional Court in Karlsruhe has 
ruled to support this development even if many pro-
Europeans were unhappy about the rather national 
orientation of its decision. But we need to use all 
these factors in a positive manner. There has to be 
a clear understanding that European politics is an 
integral part of national politics and vice versa. We 
must not accept that there is a planet Brussels and a 
planet Berlin and never the two shall meet.

Europe has to be firmly fixed in the day-to-day 
politics of the Member States and for this reason 
the Greens must intensify cooperation between 
European Parliament members and national par-
liamentarians. This can be put to strategic use with 

cleverly coordinated initiatives in both national 
parliaments and the EP. This would be most use-
ful in those areas where the EU, despite the Lisbon 
treaty, still has little or no competence (social affairs, 
taxation). Why not have parallel initiatives from the 
Greens in a number of national parliaments and in 
the EP in an attempt to broker a European solution?

Of fundamental significance for the future will 
be making the Union a more secure and complete 
democracy. The Lisbon treaty contains impor-
tant advances, not just in giving more power to the 
European and national parliaments but also with 
the introduction of direct democracy – the European 
Citizens’ Initiative (ECI). If one million citizens sign 
a petition demanding specific action, the European 
Commission will be obliged to consider the request 
and if necessary draft suitable legislation. The 
Greens must use this instrument to the maximum in 
the coming years either for their own initiatives or to 
support the proposals of others when they conform 
to the Greens’ vision for Europe.

In many countries the Greens are the most pro-
European party in the political spectrum. The majority 
of these parties were anti-European or Eurosceptic 
when they began but over time have become sup-
porters of unity as the only way to tackle the problems 
of climate change and pollution that cannot be solved 
at national level. The Swedish Greens removed the 
demand for Sweden to leave the EU from their pro-
gramme before the European elections and as a result 
doubled their vote. Opinion surveys have also shown 
that in most countries it is the Green voters, who are 
most positive about Europe.

The Greens’ resounding ‘yes’ to the European 
Union has always been in tandem with a sharply 
critical view of its current state. The Europe we have 
today is by no means the one we actually want. If 
the Greens succeed in the next five years in moving 
Europe in the direction of more democracy, more 
sustainability and more solidarity, in other words 
a better Europe, then we will have fulfilled our 
mission. The following chapters detail the path we 
intend to follow and the real work we know awaits 
us on the way.
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In the legislative period of the new European 
Parliament (2009 to 2014) European security policy 
will forge a new dimension. The Lisbon treaty will not 
only strengthen the co-decision of the parliament in 
many areas; it will also mean a change to the proce-
dures in almost all legislation proposals concerning 
police and judicial cooperation. Above all, the new 
treaty basis will lead to the spheres of the previously 
so-called third pillar of the European Union being 
incorporated into Community law. At the same 
time a binding fundamental rights catalogue – the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights – will become part of 
EU law. In the whole of Europe?  Not quite. Poland, 
the Czech Republic and the United Kingdom still 
oppose the application of the Charter. This in spite 
of the fact that the European Convention on Human 
Rights (ECHR) – a convention of all EU Member 
States within the framework of the Council of Europe 
and upheld by the European Court of Human Rights 
in Strasbourg – already stipulates a similar level of 
rights in these countries as those proposed by the 
EU Charter. Clearly the Polish, Czech and British 
governments are afraid (this fear and consternation 
is also evident in the interior ministries of the other 
EU member states) that the citizens of Europe could 
decide to take legal action in support of the funda-
mental rights which they and their ancestors fought 
for in the last decades and centuries against numer-
ous authoritarian powers. Increasing numbers of 
people realise that they would be fully justified in 
doing so.

The freedom to be safe from the state – 
and its enemies

As Greens – in Europe and worldwide – we 
know how important binding and enforceable citi-
zens’ rights are for a functioning democracy. Every 
day we stand up for a peaceful, ecological, solidly 
united world, in which all people enjoy the same 
right to justice, respect and freedom. We do this 
through campaigns on the street, in organisations 

and in parliaments. Again and again we have had 
to struggle hard to maintain or even win back citi-
zens’ rights. After the terror attacks of 11 September 
2001 in New York and Washington D.C. as well as in 
Madrid in 2004 and London in 2005 we have once 
again found ourselves in a similar struggle. The state 
of shock caused by the presumed new perilous situ-
ation of an unpredictable threat quickly gave rise to 
an emotional knee-jerk reaction in Western secu-
rity policy. In view of frontier-free globalisation, all 
states were suddenly faced with this danger that was 
supposedly everywhere. Within a short time, every 
person was declared a potential public enemy or ter-
rorist. In this confusing situation several measures 
were taken which in general reduced the freedom 
of all for the alleged safety of all. These ranged from 
dragnet investigations and the extensive compila-
tion and circulation of personal data to biometric 
fingerprinting, far-reaching bugging measures and 
the unfounded surveillance of telecommunications 
systems. After a decade of fear Europe is now on the 
verge of becoming a surveillance society.

In January 2007 the German Federal Minister 
of the Interior, Schäuble, published his agenda for 
Germany’s presidency of the EU under the slogan 
‘Living Europe safely’. Anyone looking at this closely 
would have detected the way European interior 
ministers were shaping European domestic and 
judicial policy: security before freedom. What free-
dom, however, is actually meant here – the freedom 
of the citizens before the state or the power of the 
state before the citizen – and the question as to 
when Europe would be safe enough for a little more 
freedom is not answered. Instead the ‘room for free-
dom, security and rights’ is bandied about across the 
board without spelling out how the regularly called 
for extension of the competences of the security 
authorities will translate into more concrete and vis-
ible security for Europe’s citizens. 

1. JAN PHILIPP ALBRECHT

For a Europe of citizens’ rights
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Technocrats’ wish lists – the Future Group 
and the Stockholm Programme

Instead of looking at the above questions, the 
Member State ministries play about with wish lists. 
For example, the German ex-Federal Minister of the 
Interior, Wolfgang Schäuble, and the then EU Justice 
Commissioner, Franco Frattini, established an 
Informal High Level Advisory Group on the Future 
of European Home Affairs Policy (Future Group), 
whose recommendations for justice and home 
affairs 2010 to 2014 were announced in June 2008. 
The tenor of their recommendations was so alarming 
that numerous civil rights activists and politicians 
vociferously warned that the EU was mutating 
into a European Union of surveillance. The report 
submitted by the Future Group argued for further 
dovetailing of EU and US security policy. Above all, 
data exchange should be made easier. Domestic and 
foreign security policies should be further merged 
and include extended data exchange between EU 
states as well as between police and secret services. 
There should be a network of so-called anti-terrorist 
centres to impede ‘recruitment and radicalisation’. 
Above all, there should be strengthened surveillance 
of the internet and the introduction of international 
standards of criminal law. Refugees are also further 
criminalised. The Future Group is literally demand-
ing “new and flexible means for deportation and 
surveillance”. Video surveillance should be of greater 
significance. EU security services like EUROPOL, 
EUROJUST and FRONTEX should be expanded 
and EU border controls should be upgraded in their 
technical equipment and have military presence as 
in the US. 

 
It is bad enough that it was civil servants in 

the Future Group who, in their enthusiasm for the 
obviously technically unlimited possibilities of 
new surveillance structures, drew up plans for the 
dystopia of a total control system. It sends a shiver 
down one’s spine, however, when one realises how 
uncritically and with what enthusiasm Europe’s 
security politicians incorporated these proposals 
into their repertoire of measures. With the so-called 
Stockholm Programme, EU security policy is geared 
towards the Future Group’s vision and only embel-
lished with very vaguely formulated guarantees for 
the protection of citizens’ rights. The stated trend is 

continuing. The willingness to anticipate a state of 
emergency challenges even the last bastion of a free 
constitutional state exposing it as a bolthole for ter-
rorists. Politicians are regularly found wanting when 
it comes to providing proof of these allegations.

We can obviously no longer expect the ‘eta-
tists’ in the interior ministries to protect European 
citizens’ basic rights and guarantees. This is left to 
a small group of ‘grumblers’ and the constitutional 
courts. The freedom that these have so bitterly tried 
to defend is publicly conveyed to and regarded as 
being a danger. When a ‘concrete, terrorist threat’ 
is conjured up – as is happening repeatedly – those 
who campaign for the defence of abstract basic 
principles are actually the ones seen as a danger to 
security. They protect the terrorists, they even act as 
accomplices. At least, this is what Europe’s politi-
cians have been saying for years every time they put 
in place a new security measure. These measures are 
put together in such a piece-meal way that anyone 
claiming to see a trend in the legislation could regu-
larly be branded a conspiracy theorist.

The Stockholm Programme purports to find a 
balance between basic human rights and citizens’ 
rights on the one hand and security and control 
on the other. We European Greens are opposed to 
the idea that people’s fundamental rights can be 
weighed against the security measures of the state. 
Our society is based on the principle that basic and 
human rights are upheld in every case, an exception 
only being an individual situation based on detailed 
justification and accompanied by comprehen-
sive legal protection. Constitutional basic rights, 
like a fair trial and the presumption of innocence, 
must remain inviolable. Unfortunately, this is all 
becoming more and more of a farce as the execu-
tive-biased policy of recent years has consistently 
tried to introduce security as a new constitutional 
principle and, amidst the fear of terrorist attack, 
turn everyone into a potential criminal – some such 
as immigrants, asylum seekers and Muslims more 
than others. Arbitrariness is creeping into our con-
stitution-based systems.



Boundless information exchange –  
the end of meaning and purpose

A European data bank and information network 
was set up as early as last year during the German 
presidency to enable Member State security forces 
to access automatically the DNA and fingerprint data 
of police authorities as well as the car registration 
details of all the other EU members. Furthermore, 
it is now possible to transfer speedily information 
stored in national data banks about individuals 
considered to be ‘terrorist suspects’ and ‘criminals’. 
The Schengen Information System (SIS) and its 
proposed replacement, SIS II, already contains 28 
million entries including personal descriptions and 
details on genetic finger-prints in the form of DNA. 
This shows the madness of collecting more and more 
data for supposed security purposes. SIS is both an 
information source for manhunt purposes based 
on details from the arrest warrants of wanted indi-
viduals and a data bank of the details of those who 
are merely ‘suspects’, witnesses and ‘undesirables’. 
This latter illustrates also the potential for misuse as 
here the boundaries between criminal prosecution 
and political repression begin to merge. Such was 
the case in September 1998 of a Greenpeace activ-
ist who was refused entry into the Netherlands; she 
had protested against the French atom bomb tests in 
1995 and had been declared an ‘undesirable’ by the 
French. Alongside SIS there is SIRENE, the decen-
tralised data banks of the national police forces. It is 
through these that so-called soft data are exchanged 
– a code for uncontrolled documentation and sur-
veillance according to seemingly arbitrary criteria. 
The European data protection commissioner, Peter 
Hustinx, rightly called this EU-wide exchange of 
information a “nightmare”.

The European police authority EUROPOL is 
also to gain access to the fingerprints of asylum 
seekers through the central data bank on asylum 
EURODAC. The flight from poverty, war and oppres-
sion is thus technically criminalised and placed on 
the same level as ordinary crime. This goes hand in 
hand with the case of undocumented migrants, who 
are increasingly stigmatised as ‘illegal’ both by the 
law and institutions. EURODAC stores these finger-
prints for ten years and it already contains 1.3 million 
entries. Even larger and more sinister is another 

project being developed: in future all the security 
services of EU Member States and EUROPOL will be 
able to access the computer of the new visa informa-
tion system, in which all the data pertaining to visa 
applications and to those legally entering with them 
are stored. With proposed data entries of up to 70 
million it will be the world’s largest biometric data 
bank and available to the police. There is no end to 
the ideas that security fanatics have come up with: 
even the details of EU citizens and legal residents 
who invite business partners, family members or 
friends from third countries requiring an EU entry 
visa will, in future, be stored as if they were criminals 
or potential terrorists. Such are the proposals of the 
EU for these so-called inviter and invitee data.

It is no longer just about police investigat-
ing specific cases of criminal activities. It is about 
the free flow of personal information between the 
police and asylum authorities, consulates and secret 
services. The activities of joint investigatory bod-
ies allow data from EUROPOL to flow into the data 
banks of national security forces and vice versa. 
Representatives of the secret services and police 
authorities of third states, namely the USA, are also 
involved here. Authorised national security serv-
ices and law enforcement bodies have direct access 
to EUROPOL data banks. The distinction between 
preventative and repressive elements is increas-
ingly disappearing – the obligatory separation in 
Germany between the police and the secret serv-
ices is being increasingly sidelined. The detour via 
the EU-wide network provides the technical basis 
and EUROPOL the data ‘laundering’. The Stockholm 
Programme already provides standardisation of IT 
with which the uncontrolled flow of personal infor-
mation will become even easier. Of the principles of 
data protection – the limitation in purpose, access 
only in justifiable circumstances and the obligation 
to erase stored data – there is no trace.

The loss of proportionality – 
the retention of data

As if these millions of data were not enough, 
in some areas there is blanket surveillance of the 
general public. Under current regulations on data 
retention, the telecommunications data of all 450 
million EU citizens are stored for at least six months 
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and made accessible to security authorities – with-
out there having to be any hint of suspicion or acute 
danger. This serious encroachment on the right of 
all to freedom was pushed through in the fastest leg-
islative procedure in the history of the EU – it took 
less than three months from the presentation of 
the commission’s draft to the vote in parliament. 
There was no open debate with data protection 
bodies and the public despite Privacy International 
and European Digital Rights having collected more 
than 50.000 signatures against the proposal in a very 
short time. 

The principle of the presumption of innocence 
is virtually on the brink of collapse. The fact that pri-
vate telecommunications networks and companies 
are forced to structure their technical installations 
to suit security policies already has lawyers talking 
about the emergence of a police state. The fact that 
there has been no real necessity is largely ignored. 
According to the German Federal Office of Criminal 
Investigation’s own figures, in only 0.006% of cases 
has a lack of telecommunications data led to a crime 
not being solved. In contrast, the ever-increas-
ing accumulation of data is a disproportionate 
encroachment on the individual’s right to private 
communication and informational self-determina-
tion. Moreover, it gives rise to further security risks 
as the danger of misuse and unauthorised disclo-
sure is always lurking in these data stockpiles. The 
anti-terrorist strategy that you can find a needle in 
a haystack by increasing the size of the haystack has 
long been proved to be an illusion. This argument is 
only promoted by the surveillance industry able to 
use such technology to make a profit out of the con-
stant panic-making.

When the German Federal Law on data reten-
tion was implemented at the beginning of 2008, a 
petition against it signed by more than 34.000 people 
was handed in to the Federal Constitutional Court. 
This has been the largest constitutional complaint 
in the history of the Federal Republic and its mag-
nitude shows how disconnected EU security policy 
is from public debate. It is no coincidence that new, 
considerably stronger citizens’ rights movements 
have sprung up as a result of data retention policy. 
It shows that people are finding it outrageous and 
illegitimate that they are repeatedly spied on and 

indiscriminately suspected by the state. The example 
of the retention of data also shows that civil society 
and the public are organised too much on a national 
level. In future it must be possible to prevent these 
proposals by intervening and mobilising appropri-
ate action at the EU level. There will be a sufficient 
number of occasions to do this in future.

The institutionalisation of paranoia – 
agencies and agreements

For years the EU has been setting up increas-
ing numbers of special security-related agencies. 
Officially their function is to overcome ‘technical 
challenges’ and to facilitate co-operation between 
national authorities. We now have the border 
agency FRONTEX, the police agency EUROPOL, 
the public prosecution agency EUROJUST, the 
European defence agency in the military field and 
the proposed IT agency for data banks. These agen-
cies, however, are not only a means of cooperation 
but they are also creating their own independent 
existence. They are gaining ever-increasing power 
without being subject to any proper parliamentary 
control. FRONTEX, for example, is an independ-
ent legal body able to carry out its own operations 
to keep refugee boats at bay. Like EUROPOL, 
FRONTEX will, in future, be able to make independ-
ent agreements with third countries for exchange of 
data. Such agreements are foreseen with Russia, 
China, Bolivia or Morocco – countries whose basic 
rights system does not even reach half the standard 
of that in the EU and where the police are regularly 
used as an organ of political repression.

Surveillance mania and the protection of 
‘Fortress Europe’ are thus becoming increasingly 
institutionalised. With important decisions being 
entrusted to the administrators of the new agencies, 
basic areas of authority may well be slipping out of 
the hands of the European and national parliaments. 
We Greens are therefore demanding that responsi-
bility for security policy be returned to parliaments. 
In the case of existing agencies the time has finally 
come for the European Parliament to appoint mem-
bers responsible for reporting on their activities 
with extensive access to information. In addition, 
every agency should have to present its annual pro-
gramme to the European Parliament. In this manner 



the EP can decide programme amendments and 
exercise more effective budgetary control.

It is not only EUROPOL, FRONTEX, SIS and VIS2  
that are coming in for increasing criticism. In par-
ticular, individual agreements with third states, such 
as those concerning bank and flight passenger data 
(SWIFT and PNR), highlight the continuing loss of 
basic rights and control. It is becoming increasingly 
recognised that there are numerous encroach-
ments upon fundamental rights but nowhere near 
an equivalent mechanism for the protection of 
minimum standards. There has been no proper pro-
tection of fundamental rights for years. Ever more 
gaps and ever more arbitrary exceptions to the rule 
of law are becoming apparent. The reaction of the 
US to terror has led in many places to criminal law 
designed for enemies being applied to suspects and 
a military firewall being constructed against poten-
tial domestic and foreign sources of danger. We 
Greens consider it our task to question this develop-
ment and explain the danger it poses to a free and 
democratic society.

The emergency brake and the rule of law – 
a moratorium on security

Not only the separation of police and secret 
services, domestic and foreign security but also the 
prevailing principle of proportionality in areas of 
state security is being increasingly sacrificed in the 
conflict between collective security and personal 
freedom. There is rarely any comprehensive assess-
ment of the level of fundamental freedom in the 
light of European constitutions. A lack of involve-
ment in decision-making, such as those providing 
legal protection for parliaments and citizens, are 
resulting in shortcomings in inquiries into the fun-
damental rights of EU citizens. Particularly when 
it is a question of protecting the individual against 
state interference in sensitive issues substantially 
stronger monitoring instruments are required. Left 
to their own devices, national governments and the 
European Council will not desist from their unbri-
dled insistence on surveillance. Only strong public 
pressure for treaty changes in the areas of justice and 

home affairs and for well-founded citizens’ rights in 
the EU, will bring about a much-needed U-turn. It 
needs to become clear that even today the Union’s 
basic principles apply definite limits to EU security 
policy. In addition, independent bodies must ensure 
the enforcement of minimum standards especially 
regarding data protection.

In the last ten years many repressive measures 
have been taken. Among these are the compulsory 
storage of all telecommunication data, military 
border controls through FRONTEX and EU co-
operation with undemocratic states such as Libya 
directed at migrants and refugees. Not all of these 
measures have shown any kind of result. Some 
have been and continue to be dangerous and have 
provoked sharp criticism from human rights organi-
sations. Preventing refugees from landing around 
the Mediterranean with the help of FRONTEX has 
already cost many lives. Before new measures are 
decided it is essential to check what has been done 
so far and what measures have proved inadequate 
or are in conflict with the European understanding 
of human dignity, fundamental and citizens’ rights. 
We need to put a stop to further proposals regard-
ing surveillance and the sealing off of borders before 
independently evaluating the measures that have 
been decided so far. The European Union Agency 
for Fundamental Rights in Vienna can and must 
receive a substantially extended mandate and be 
better equipped.

We Greens are equally opposed to the approach 
of the commission and council to include only EU 
citizens in the group of those whose fundamental 
rights need to be protected and ‘guaranteed’. When 
looking back at the development of surveillance and 
other repressive instruments it becomes quite clear 
that regulations for citizens from third countries and 
disadvantaged groups in society often represent the 
first step to the oppression of society as a whole. In 
addition, this attitude begs the question as to how 
credibly the EU can campaign for democracy, human 
rights and civil freedom in the rest of the world. The 
debate about internet blocking in Germany has 
already led to China happily pointing out before the 
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United Nations that digital censorship is already a 
broadly accepted fact. This disgraceful state of affairs 
must be remedied as soon as possible.

Data collection does not prevent terror – 
what really counts

George Orwell’s portrayal of a comprehensive 
surveillance state is, little by little, becoming reality. 
Surveillance mania is a helpless attempt to cover up 
policy failures in other areas with draconian meth-
ods. On the whole, public debate on security issues 
does not include discussion about the complex 
causes of terrorism. The exception is when religious 
fanaticism is used in a populist manner as the single 
cause for terrorist acts. The fact that religious fanati-
cism needs a breeding ground and that an unjust 
world economic order provides it is generally over-
looked. Terrorism is not the cause but a symptom of 
this global illness. The failure to realise this is devel-
oping slowly but surely into a danger for freedom, 
democracy and the rule of law. The experiences of 
the Weimar Republic show how easily freedom, once 
attained, can be lost again. In Germany we have also 
had to experience how quickly surveillance can lead 
to the restriction of democratic co-determination. 
It is precisely Germany and the German public that 
should ensure that loss of individual and collec-
tive freedom as the result of fanatical state security 
efforts never happens again.

Those interested in reducing the crime rate 
and thus effectively combating serious crimes and 
terrorism must turn their backs on the symbolic ges-
tures of experimental politicians and concentrate on 
the difficult challenges posed by important societal 
problems. Therefore the alternative security policy 
that the Greens are pursuing is aimed at combating 
all the dangers faced by people and the environ-
ment in whatever area. Whoever ponders the causes 
of criminality, terror and war will soon come up 
with rather banal reasons such as poverty, lack of 
education, environmental problems and dictator-
ships. To think that you can solve these problems 
with surveillance cameras and data banks is not 
only absurd but also foolish. Behind the constantly 
recurring demands of security lurks, above all, a 
lack of enforcement. The police and security forces 
in Europe are not suffering from a lack of author-

ity but from a lack of equipment across the board. 
The EU Member States are doing little about this – 
to the detriment of the citizens and their rights. This 
is where it would be necessary to take the essential, 
time consuming and costly measures, something 
that is generally unpopular in politics. Instead, the 
meaning of fundamental rights is stood on its head 
whereby it is not the encroachment of the state on 
fundamental rights but rather the limit of state 
investigation that requires justification. This shows, 
in an exemplary way, the importance of independ-
ent – not merely legal – controls where fundamental 
rights are concerned. In this time of a rapidly advanc-
ing information society this is especially relevant for 
personal data protection.

Legally there is therefore a problem in that the 
individual has no comprehensive right of complaint 
at the European Court of Justice (there is no equiva-
lent to the German Federal Constitutional Court at 
the European level). The data retention case shows 
that in the area of data protection standards and, 
above all, in ensuring the balance between the 
security interests of the state and personal freedom 
there are massive gaps in the existing legislation of 
the European Union. The circumstances and debate 
about data retention arouse the suspicion that the 
arrangement is seemingly less essential for the 
enforcement agencies in the fight against terror-
ism but more important for the large media groups 
wanting to guard their intellectual property rights. It 
does not matter what the motives really are; losing 
the balance between individual freedom and state 
intervention is not acceptable in a country where 
there is rule of law. 

An alternative security policy for Europe – 
without doubt Green

The Greens’ justice and home affairs policy is 
based on clear legal principles, effectiveness and the 
prevention of conflict. That means that there should 
be above all no arbitrariness on the part of the state. 
The relationship between the authority ‘state’ and 
the sovereign ‘population’ should be one of unbro-
ken, recognisable legitimacy and constant control. 
Therefore the core element of Green security policy 
is constant and comprehensive evaluation of exist-
ing security measures. Three basic elements are of 



prime importance: 1) the effectiveness of the meas-
ures; 2) the necessity of the measures; 3) their effect 
on fundamental and constitutional rights. Not only 
has not enough consideration been given to these 
three principles in the debate on security; they have, 
against better judgement, simply been ignored. As 
a result, in not one case has there been any proper 
debate – be it at international, European or Member 
State level – as to whether the measures that have 
been put in place have actually provided better 
security. Security has always been presented as pre-
venting horrific terror attacks and serious criminal 
acts. Criminologists, however, have known for years 
that extending the powers of security authorities 
does not lead to any significant reduction in the 
number of crimes. Anyone deciding to contravene 
the norms of society and the law will not be pre-
vented from doing so merely as a result of security 
measures. As long as there is no all-embracing 
elimination of all freedom of action, criminals will 
always find a means of committing their criminal 
acts. Thus, the present focus on increasing security 
regimes in fact creates an element of insecurity. It 
prevents us fighting the real causes and lulls society 
into a false sense of security. 

In order to provide effectively for the great-
est possible security we must instead focus on the 
causes of crime and terror. A good justice and home 

affairs policy must concentrate on correcting exist-
ing deficits in investigation and enforcement, invest 
more in justice and crime prevention as well as better 
training and equipment of police authorities at local 
level. We Greens want the European security laws of 
the last few years to be re-examined. We also want 
EU fundamental rights to be not only legally bind-
ing but that all citizens have the right to enforce their 
claim by legal action. Citizens’ rights campaigner 
and humanist, Burkhard Hirsch, recently responded 
to the former German Minister of the Interior, 
Wolfgang Schäuble, with the words: “Citizens have 
a right to a parliament and a government with the 
same strength of nerve, the same sense of right and 
wrong, the same self-assured pride in our legal system 
and a similarly strong commitment to defend them 
as the judges in Karlsruhe3.” It is finally time for all 
European citizens to campaign actively for this right 
and in so doing for citizens’ rights, democracy and 
freedom. The Greens in the European Parliament 
want, together with other movements, to lay the 
foundations for a policy U-turn that will free us from 
the psyche of a society of fear and lead us into a Union 
where law is supreme and there is recognition of the 
causes of danger and that with the engagement of 
the people these can be minimized. In view of the 
present mood and the conservative parliamentary 
majorities this will be an enormous challenge but 
we Greens are the right people to take this on.
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On one of my first trips as a new Member of 
the European Parliament, I went to Montenegro 
in October 2009. We visited an aluminium factory 
that provided a case study of most of the social 
dilemmas we are facing today. The plant, Kombinat 
Aluminijuma Podgorica, employs 4,500 people. 
Rather a lot, considering that Montenegro only has 
about 630,000 inhabitants. Many of the employees 
started working at the factory at a tender age, as 
did their fathers and grandfathers before them, and 
stayed there all their working years. The company 
has been hit seriously by the crisis, since their mar-
ket is mainly the car industry, which has collapsed. 
Production has declined by half and around 2,500 
people have had to be laid off. These are mostly 
people over 50, who are given 13,000 euros compen-
sation if they resign voluntarily.

As the crisis measures entail a restructuring of 
the company, they have taken the opportunity to 
modernise production methods and ensure greater 
efficiency. Computers are being introduced to assist 
planning and operate machines, previously oper-
ated by hand. Laid off workers over 50 will probably 
never find employment with this company again. 
They have skills that are no longer needed. Their 
chances of finding other employment when they 
have never done anything other than work in an alu-
minium factory are, however, very slim. The 13,000 
euros redundancy money might sound like a lot to 
some of them now but it might have to last them for 
the 15 years of unemployment they will have until 
their state pension starts – a recipe for poverty. The 
company, on the other hand, will be short of people 
with computer skills (rather than machine opera-
tors) when production increases again and the aging 
society starts taking its toll. 

Three challenges

I see three main challenges in the social field 
today, all reflected in the case of the aluminium fac-

tory. First, the financial, economic and social crisis: a 
relatively sudden challenge that, at present, touches 
everyone’s life one way or another. It entails the col-
lapse of some industries like the car industry and the 
textile industry, causing unemployment in these sec-
tors and all those related to them. The collapse of the 
car industry in Italy and Germany has thus had the 
knock-on effect of unemployment in the aluminium 
industry in Montenegro. Secondly, an aging society: 
a much more gradual challenge that we have long 
seen coming but to which we have not found all the 
answers as yet. It will mean that there are more peo-
ple unemployed but fewer people to fill vacancies. 
The aluminium plant in Montenegro is now laying 
off 2,500 workers in its bauxite mine and smelter and 
there will only be around 30 new engineers graduat-
ing from Podgorica University annually in the years 
to come. Poverty is the third social challenge. It is a 
constant challenge that deserves sustained atten-
tion until it is eradicated.

These three social challenges are closely inter-
related. A crisis means that jobs are lost and 
unemployment rises in the short term. The aging 
society, however, means that the working popu-
lation will decrease in relation to the size of the 
non-working population, i.e. the old and the young, 
thus causing a shortage of workers. Both have an 
effect on poverty. People at risk of poverty in low 
wage jobs or precarious work and older workers are 
among the first to lose their jobs in times of crisis. 
Poverty among pensioners and the elderly is much 
more widespread than among other age groups, 
especially as they no longer have the opportunity to 
improve their financial situation through paid work. 
Their numbers will grow in an aging society. 

Action is needed

One might think that the aging society will, in 
time, solve the problems of the current crisis, even if 
we do nothing. People, who lose their jobs in times 
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of crisis, will find new ones as they replace workers, 
who have retired. I doubt that this will be the case. 
The people, who are losing their jobs now, will not 
be in a good position to gain new employment in 
the post-crisis labour market. Among the people 
now losing their jobs, those over 50 years of age, 
are often the first group to be fired. The chances of 
them finding new employment are slim. In surveys, 
employers have indicated that they are very reluc-
tant to hire older workers, meaning workers over 40. 
That means that many people over 50 will probably 
remain unemployed for the 15 years or more before 
they receive their pension when they could have 
otherwise worked. Furthermore, the skills necessary 
in a post-crisis labour market might not be the same 
as those required pre-crisis. Many of those losing 
their jobs have done the same work for decades and 
are not accustomed to either training for new kinds 
of work or to applying for a new job. 

 
My fear is that the crisis will only temporarily 

delay the effects of an aging society. With the short-
age of labour being felt only later there will be a 
delay in the adaptation of the labour market. This 
might exacerbate the effects of an aging society. If 
the people losing their jobs now do not return to the 
labour market or fail to gain extra or different skills, 
the working population will have declined even 
more than would otherwise have been the case. 

Including everyone

Combating social exclusion and discrimina-
tion should be at the heart of any approach to tackle 
these interrelated problems of unemployment, pov-
erty and the future shortage of labour. The groups of 
people most at risk of poverty and unemployment 
are exactly those that are most discriminated against 
and socially excluded. And the groups of people 
that most need to be prepared for the paid labour 
market in an aging society are, again, those that are 
most discriminated against and socially excluded: 
women, older workers, people with disabilities, peo-
ple from ethnic or religious minority groups, gays 
and lesbians and migrants. If we manage to eradi-
cate discrimination and create a society and a labour 
market that are capable of including everyone, there 
does not have to be a future shortage of labour and 
the problem of poverty will be greatly decreased. 

To create a society and a labour market capa-
ble of including everyone, a rather radical change 
of thought about the place work has in our lives is 
needed. At the moment, the labour market and the 
organisation of society as a whole are still tailored 
to the old-fashioned image of a male breadwinner 
with an uninterrupted career starting between the 
ages of 15 and 25 and ending around the age of 65 
with a dependent female caregiver to raise children 
and care for the elderly. Of course, there have been 
some changes over the past decades. Women are 
much more often active in (part-time) paid labour 
than before and men are slightly more active in 
child-rearing and filial care and more attention is 
given to life-long learning. But the way in which 
society thinks about labour and everything related 
to it such as social security, leave entitlement, life-
long learning and career path has fundamentally 
remained the same. 

Targeting the labour market and society

In an aging society, we will need everyone in the 
labour market. Groups that are at present inactive 
or less active, like women, older workers, migrants 
and people with disabilities, need to be activated. 
Government policies to do this are often targeted 
mainly at those groups which do not participate in 
paid work. The idea is that if benefits are decreased, 
people will be prompted to enter the labour market. 
But what is the use of trying to force single parents 
into the labour market by cutting their social benefits 
if there is no adequate childcare available?  What is 
the use of trying to force people over 55 years of age 
into the labour market by cutting off their chances 
of early retirement if employers do not want to hire 
older workers?  What is the use of trying to decrease 
the number of people with disability benefits by 
changing the award criteria, if employers are not 
willing to or capable of adapting working conditions 
to allow disabled people to work?  Policies that only 
target people will create more poverty, not more 
employees. Policies should, instead, be far more tar-
geted at the labour market and employers.

I am not in principle against policies that put 
pressure on people to enter the labour market – far 
from it. Everyone should have and take the opportu-
nity to work, take care of others and have spare time. 
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But as long as the preconditions to do this are not in 
place, these policies will only lead to more poverty 
and hardship for those who cannot live up to expec-
tations or are hindered by practical obstacles.

Flexible working time

I advocate approaching the issue from a much 
more positive side: how can we make working as 
attractive as possible?  For most women and many 
men, working would be much more attractive if it 
were easier to combine with caring for children and 
other loved ones. This is partly a question of time. 
The standard working time is still five days a week 
from nine to five, which is very hard to combine 
with the care of children. Everyone should have the 
right to work part-time if he or she wishes. Best of all 
would be if the working week could be customised 
according to the personal situation and wishes of the 
employee. People with children of school age could 
adapt their working week to school times, each par-
ent could choose to stay at home one day or more a 
week, divorced parents could be home earlier when 
their child is with them and work longer days when 
their child is with the other parent and people, who 
want to work longer hours or more days because 
they choose not to have children or organise their 
family life differently can do so, too. 

In the Netherlands, GroenLinks4 initiated a law 
on part-time labour and got it adopted. It means 
that everyone has the right to ask their employer for 
part-time work and the employer may only refuse 
in exceptional cases where it is proven that it harms 
the company unduly. This right to part-time work 
should exist for everyone but is not enough in itself. 
Society and the organisation of the labour market 
have to adapt to part-time workers as well. At the 
moment, men, who want to work part-time to care 
for their children are in many sectors, at best, not 
taken seriously anymore and, at worst, actively dis-
suaded. Another issue is that it is often impossible 
to rise through the ranks with a part-time job. If you 
want a career, you have to be willing to work full-time 
and overtime. So even if in the Netherlands there is 
theoretically a free choice to work part-time or full-

time, in practice men hardly get a chance to work 
part-time while women often work fewer hours than 
they would like to. 

Flexible pensions

Another group for whom working would be more 
attractive if they had the possibility to work part-
time are older people. Many people would welcome 
the chance to pull out of the labour market gradually 
instead of abruptly going from full-time to not work-
ing at all anymore. In some countries it is, however, 
financially very unattractive to work part-time at the 
end of one’s career because pensions are based on 
last earnings before leaving work. Also, the negative 
image that many employers have of older workers 
prevents them from looking at the possibilities of 
keeping older workers in their companies longer. 
Instead, employers often try to get rid of people over 
50 so they can hire someone younger in their place. 
Finally, there is in many countries an upper age limit 
for working. In many sectors it is simply legally not 
possible to work once the pensionable age has been 
reached. It would be welcome if governments made 
working longer possible by promoting part-time 
work, combating age discrimination and making the 
legal pensionable age flexible, instead of just raising 
the pensionable age, thereby creating a large group 
of people, who will be unemployed for longer. 

 
It is not only the government and employers that 

prevent older workers from working part-time. They 
are themselves often unwilling to agree to a reduc-
tion in salary, and with the higher costs of older 
workers, it is not profitable for employers to retain 
people over 40 or 50 if they do not. Adapting the pen-
sion system to a career with flexible working time is 
one part of the equation, accepting a lower salary on 
the part of the employee is the other part. Unions 
are also firmly resisting a more flexible pensionable 
age. They are afraid that creating the right to work 
longer will before long lead to an obligation. This 
fear may be justified but unions will not be able to 
maintain this point of view. With the future shortage 
of workers, the pensionable age will rise anyway and 
the unions’ rigid stance will prevent those people 

4	 The “Green-Left” Party.
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who now want to work longer from doing so. Unions 
should instead use the leverage they have in these 
negotiations to make sure the conditions surround-
ing the extension of the working age are improved.

One way to make the pensionable age more flex-
ible is not to define the age at which people have a 
right to pension benefits, but to define the number 
of years one has to have worked before this right can 
be invoked. This would also do justice to the differ-
ence in age when people start working. For people 
with less education this is often far earlier than for 
those with higher education and the difference can 
be up to ten years. 

Flexible workplace

For some people, a flexible workplace might 
be the right answer. People with a disability could 
in some cases be greatly helped if they could work 
from home or if their workplace were properly 
adapted to their needs. In a few European coun-
tries, an employer can ask for financial help from 
the authorities to adapt a place of work for someone 
with a disability, for instance by making the doors 
wide enough for a wheelchair or using an adapted 
computer. This can help get into the workforce peo-
ple who otherwise cannot work because of physical 
problems.

For some people with caregiving duties, a flex-
ible workplace could also be the answer to their 
problems. I know a fair number of women and a few 
men with small children who have chosen to work 
mostly from home, so they can be there for the chil-
dren when they get back from school and work for a 
few hours more after the children have gone to sleep 
at night. They work full-time – or to be honest, more 
than full-time – but they can combine the job with 
their caring commitments by being flexible about 
when they work instead of how much they work. 

Of course, this can only be done in some types of 
jobs and not in others. In our Montenegrin factory, 
the smelters cannot really work from home. Workers 
have to be there physically to operate the machines. 
The planners who make the rosters on a compu-
ter could do this partly at home and the managers 
could write their management reports at home. As 

the shortage of labour in this factory will mostly be 
in the higher educated ranks with more desk work 
than manual labour, more flexibility in working time 
or workplace might attract people who would other-
wise not have ever considered working there.

Leave package

Aside from part-time work, a good leave package 
will make working more attractive. Many women 
now stop working altogether when they have a 
baby, because their maternity leave is too short and 
they cannot face working so soon after, or because 
they are faced with a double burden because the 
father cannot (or will not) share the caring duties. 
Taking leave to have and care for a baby should be 
a package, containing possibilities of leave for both 
parents. Fathers can then be involved in caring for 
babies immediately after birth, making the division 
of caring tasks less one-sided from the beginning 
and mothers can breastfeed and recuperate prop-
erly before going back to work. This should not 
only be the case for employees, but also for self-
employed workers. 

 
Another type of leave that is important in an 

aging society is filial care. When there are more eld-
erly people in need of care, there is also a need for 
more people to provide it. Of course there should be 
enough high-quality professional care for those who 
need and want it but for those who choose to organ-
ise care informally, arrangements should be made. 
People should be able to take a certain number of 
days a year off to care for others, or work part-time 
to do so. 

Life-long learning

Creating a real choice between full-time and 
part-time work and enough leave to care for chil-
dren, parents or other loved ones will give parents 
and older workers the opportunity to become or stay 
active in the labour market. It does not, however, 
solve the mismatch between skills learnt early in life 
and the needs of a modern economy. 

 
Montenegro is again a good example. High 

unemployment and a shortage of labour coexist 
there. In the tourism industry, Montenegro badly 
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needs extra people. The 2,500 people laid off at the 
aluminium plant do not, however, have the skills to 
fill these vacancies. They do not speak English and 
have never done anything but work in a mine or oper-
ate a machine. It should be normal and financially 
possible for people to continue learning throughout 
their working lives, making them more versatile and 
employable. This would facilitate a career shift when 
unemployment in their sector rises or when a job 
becomes physically too demanding. 

Making labour in the service sector 
cheaper

Some of the people working in the aluminium 
factory might be able to get a new job there if they 
had access to schooling that would prepare them for 
a different type of work, but some others will not have 
the intellectual skills to do so. A solution for them 
might be to do all kinds of service jobs that do not 
require as much study, like gardening, grocery shop-
ping, dog walking, driving children to school and 
picking them up, cleaning, doing laundry and chores 
around the house, etc. The fact that these services 
are provided for would, in turn, give people in higher 
skilled jobs more time to work. It would enable the 
new engineers with computer skills to work more 
hours in the aluminium plant, reducing the shortage 
of highly educated labour. All this requires shifting 
taxes from labour to profit and pollution. If labour 
were taxed less, services mainly consisting of man 
hours would be a lot cheaper so more people could 
make use of them or provide them. 

Migrant workers and free movement 
of workers

All of this will probably still not be enough to 
fulfil the need for labour in an aging society. We will 
need workers from countries outside the EU where 
aging is not such an issue. A new common policy for 
migration should widen the possibilities for people 
to fill vacancies within the EU. Also, free movement 
of workers still needs improvement, for instance in 
the field of social security rights. That might make it 
possible for aluminium workers from Montenegro 
to fill vacancies in the agricultural sector in the 
Netherlands for instance, once their country 
becomes a member of the EU.

Flexible employers

Flexible working time, a better leave package, 
a flexible workplace, lifelong learning and a less 
homogenous group of employees all require a lot 
of flexibility from employers. They need to become 
more sensitive to combating discrimination and 
promoting diversity in the workplace and be ready 
to adapt the way work is organised. The problem is 
that these changes will only pay off in the long run, 
while employers are often busy keeping their com-
panies afloat in the short run, especially in times of 
crisis. Politics should make a great effort to focus the 
attention of employers on the long term with discus-
sion, campaigns, measures and information.

It should, for instance, be clear to all employers 
that older workers can be as productive as younger 
ones. It is not the age of the worker that influences 
their productivity negatively but the number of years 
they have been doing the same job. Older workers 
with new challenges are as productive as young 
people for whom work is challenging by definition. 
Allowing people to work part-time also improves 
their productivity. Full-time workers often spend 
relatively more unproductive hours going to meet-
ings, answering email and chatting to colleagues, 
while part-time workers tend to organise work more 
efficiently and do things like going to the dentist 
on their day off. More research should be done in 
these and other areas of employment and the results 
should be spread more widely and be taken into 
consideration by policy makers.

Flexible society

It will not be enough to change thinking about 
employment alone. Society as a whole will need to 
become more flexible if we are to have the maxi-
mum number engaged in paid employment. There 
will need to be sufficient childcare facilities avail-
able, at reasonable prices or for free, so people can 
have young children and work. There will need to 
be facilities for life-long learning. But there is a need 
for far more than that: more flexible opening hours 
of stores and government offices; considering the 
needs of people who work and provide care, when 
planning new neighbourhoods and housing, would 
also help. There are some inspiring initiatives like 
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‘kangaroo houses’ where a small house for elderly 
parents is built next to a family home to facilitate 
filial care, or day care centres for children are built 
next to homes which have the same purpose. 

The changes in labour organisation might well 
have a knock-on effect on other policy areas. Making 
working at home a possibility might have an effect 
on transport policy. Making labour cheaper requires 
a shift in tax policy. Many policy fields are in one way 
or another related to labour policy and need to be 
considered in the light of making it easier for people 
to work and provide care.

European policies for a flexible 
social society

The great thing about the aging society is that 
it necessitates social and labour market changes 
that we would like to see anyway. The call for better 
opportunities to combine work and care provision 
has existed for a long time. Now finally there is a 
reason for employers and governments to make the 
hard choices they should have made long ago. What 
the economic crisis is to the Green New Deal, the 
aging society is to a flexible society.

There are different ways to tackle these issues 
at the European level. New directives are being 
prepared on working time, maternity leave and dis-
crimination outside of employment situations. The 
challenge will be to create a Working Time Directive 
that offers flexibility to workers, protects them from 
abuse, includes a package for paternity and filial 

leave instead of only maternity leave and for the 
Council of the European Union to adopt a far-reach-
ing directive to combat discrimination. Hopefully, 
there will be new initiatives from the European 
Commission in the next five years. With the Treaty of 
Lisbon coming into force, the EU will, for instance, 
start working on a common migration and asylum 
policy. The Greens have to try to make this policy 
inclusive and caring for those from third countries, 
who want to fill vacancies left by an aging society.

Another way is to monitor the implementation 
of existing directives such as those against discrimi-
nation in the labour market, the free movement of 
workers and the implementation of programmes 
aimed at combating poverty and social exclu-
sion, such as PROGRESS5 or the Globalisation 
Adjustment Fund6. 

In some areas such as pensions, taxation and 
employment the EU has no competence. On these 
issues the Member States have to decide their own 
goals and how to attain them. The revision of the 
Lisbon strategy (started in 2000) that runs until 2010 
is a chance to influence these areas.

Where the Greens can make the most differ-
ence, is in trying to change thinking about labour. 
By presenting alternative visions, funding research, 
pointing out where EU policies are incoherent and 
making creative use of all the instruments that are at 
our disposal. The Green parliamentary group may be 
relatively small in numbers but is very big on ideas.

5	 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=327&langId=en
6	 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=326
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Introduction

Any discussion of human rights in 2009 must 
take into account the impact of the 2008 economic 
crisis that resulted in the implosion of the global 
financial structure. The funding needed and in some 
cases already pledged for human rights was sud-
denly no longer available. Much greater sums were 
required to bail out banks and other institutions and 
stimulus packages were hurriedly put together to 
keep economies from going under. To make matters 
worse the impact of the economic crisis was increas-
ingly felt in the human rights sphere as the fallout 
resulted in rising rates of poverty, unemployment, 
hunger and homelessness, to name just a few of the 
consequences. As the human cost of the economic 
crisis has unfolded, it is clear that 2009 has been the 
most difficult year in recent times and it is against 
this background that we must consider the future. 

Poverty and inequality

Even before the financial crisis catapulted 
inequality and deprivation to new heights, global 
efforts to reduce the many faces and side effects of 
poverty had been wholly unsatisfactory and a large 
scale failure; over one billion people live in slums 
and about two thirds of the world’s population has 
no meaningful access to justice. This travesty must 
prompt a renewed commitment by UN Member 
States to the Millennium Development Goals of 
reducing poverty. Here is an opportunity for EU 
countries to take the lead. 

Immigration

As the effects of the financial meltdown have 
unsettled large segments of population in develop-

ing countries, the pressure to migrate has increased. 
The EU remains a popular goal for vast numbers of 
migrants but so far has not taken satisfactory meas-
ures to adjust to this fact. The position of the Union 
and its Member States has been incoherent and at 
times clearly unacceptable on human rights. One 
could begin by having a proper debate on the ill-
founded Dublin system7. 

In practice, the 2008 EU directive on the return 
of illegal immigrants leaves those who arrive on our 
shores illicitly without any guarantee of their funda-
mental rights. Furthermore, some Member States 
have entered into bilateral agreements with certain 
countries of origin to prevent people from leaving. 
While restricting free movement is contrary to the 
core principles of the EU and international human 
rights law, this blank license to detain people has also 
resulted in wide-scale violations of human rights in 
some of these third countries. If the EU truly aims to 
be a first-rate human rights actor in the international 
arena, this state of affairs must stop and all Member 
States must ensure that this challenge is addressed 
in line with their human rights commitments. 

Racism

Racism and xenophobia have been pervasive in 
the EU for some time but as the economic meltdown 
has increased immigration and social tension, this 
trend is alarmingly on the rise. The communities 
that suffer most from prejudice, racism and doubtful 
state policies are the Roma and Sinti, Jews, Muslims 
and migrants. The situation of the Roma and Sinti is 
at last being recognised as a serious human rights 
issue above and beyond inequality and social exclu-
sion and the European Parliament must therefore 
insist that the EU draft an effective policy to protect 

3. HEIDI HAUTALA
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7	 The Dublin Convention and its successor, the Dublin Regulation, set the rules as to which Member State is responsible 
for handling an asylum application. The objective of the system is to avoid multiple asylum applications.
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8	 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/GuidelinesDefenders.pdf
9	 http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rights/torture/docs/background_en.pdf
10	 http://www2.ohchr.org/english/law/cat-one.htm

their civil, political, economic, social and cultural 
rights. We must also put an end to the systematic 
stigmatisation, the violent abuse and the mistreat-
ment that occurs in the camps of this community. 
The EU’s response has not been strong enough to 
stop these developments, nor are there sufficient 
mechanisms to protect the various vulnerable 
groups. I fully expect these issues to be better dealt 
with once the Lisbon treaty comes into force. 

Civil and political rights

Respect for fundamental freedoms has been 
declining on a global scale for several years and 
some areas have actually been languishing at a 
stand still. The negative impact of Russia, both 
inside and outside its borders, must be noted with 
specific concern. These negative tendencies are not 
simply attacks on fundamental freedoms: they are 
also symptoms of a profound political malfunction 
and must clearly be addressed as such by the EU. 

Freedom of speech/human rights defenders

Freedom of speech is the cornerstone of democ-
racy and respect for human rights and the EU has 
already established itself as a committed supporter 
of the defenders of human rights. Restrictions on 
freedom of speech, media censorship and attacks 
on democracy, however, have continued to worsen 
throughout the world, partly due to the finan-
cial crisis. Non-governmental organisations have 
increasingly suffered from repressive laws and 
regulation and human rights defenders have been 
threatened, detained and killed. In line with these 
violations the flow of information has become more 
difficult and the internet and other new media have 
endured repeated attacks. We must ensure that the 
European Parliament remains a vocal defender of 
these fundamental human rights throughout the 
next five years. We must publicly support dissidents 
and their work by meeting them, inviting them to 
speak at the parliament and visiting them in their 
home countries. Furthermore, we must ensure that 

the EU Guidelines on Human Rights Defenders 
(2004)8 are fully implemented and that support for 
civil society is incorporated into the external rela-
tions of the Union.

The fight against terrorism

The new US administration has made a vigorous 
start by actively engaging in international human 
rights issues. President Obama decided to close 
the Guantanamo Bay prison camp, terminated the 
operation of secret CIA prisons and unequivocally 
denounced torture. The EU was strongly implicated 
in the human rights violations of the previous US 
administration and as the new administration has 
moved to uncover the truth and roll back the ero-
sion of civil liberties, the EU must join in this effort. 
We must ensure that the EU will act upon Obama’s 
call for transparency and accountability and this 
must begin with a full and public account of EU 
complicity in the CIA programme of extraordinary 
renditions and other illegal activities carried out in 
this context. 

Torture

In the fight against terrorism and related human 
rights violations the EU has maintained a high profile 
as a force to be reckoned with in the combat against 
torture. The EU has systematically raised this issue 
in its relations with third countries, taken initiatives 
at international level and supported civil society in 
efforts to prevent this kind of ill treatment. It is, how-
ever, to be noted that the EU Guidelines on Torture 
(2001, updated 2008)9 remain insufficiently imple-
mented. We need a full report on the justification of 
internal counter-terrorism policies and the recently 
emerged information about torture and other cruel, 
inhuman and degrading activities in the EU’s efforts 
to fight terrorism side by side with the US. It is also 
of utmost importance that all EU Member States 
sign, ratify and implement the Optional Protocol of 
the UN Convention against Torture10. Furthermore, 
the EU must restate the absolute nature of the non-
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refoulement principle and reject unconditionally 
the legitimacy of diplomatic assurances concerning 
the sending of people for interrogation purposes to 
countries that practice torture. Until Member States 
fulfil these basic requirements, the EU will have no 
credibility in the global fight against torture. 

The death penalty

The EU is a strong advocate of the abolition of 
the death penalty. The Union has taken action in the 
form of death penalty guidelines (1998, updated in 
2008)11, supported efforts in the international arena, 
most notably at the UN, and has often raised the 
issue in its relations with third countries. As the glo-
bal human rights agenda is a living agenda, however, 
constant effort is needed to keep up the pressure 
and maintain momentum. The resolutions of the 
UN General Assembly of December 2007 and 2008 
are important accomplishments and the EU should 
promote them at international and national levels. 

The International Criminal Court/impunity

The EU’s founding principles oblige it to ensure 
accountability for serious human rights violations at 
all times. The EU is therefore committed to the fight 
against the most serious human rights violations 
such as genocide, crimes against humanity and 
war crimes, over which the International Criminal 
Court has jurisdiction. The European Parliament 
is a long-standing supporter and promoter of the 
universal ratification of the Rome Statute (the 
statute of the Court)12. The Union is also a dedi-
cated partner in cross-regional, -jurisdictional and 
-institutional efforts to combat impunity for these 
crimes. In line with this ethos the EU has lent its 
support to the International Criminal Tribunal for 
Rwanda, the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the former Yugoslavia, the Extraordinary Chambers 
of the Courts of Cambodia and the Special Court 
for Sierra Leone. There is, however, still room to 
mainstream the International Criminal Court into 
the external relations of the EU and the ratification 
of the Statute of the Court should be systematically 

included as a requirement in the Union’s dealings 
with third countries. 

EU human rights tools 

Fundamental rights and freedoms, rule of law, 
equality and justice form the core of EU ethos and 
aspirations. Furthermore, it has been explicitly 
agreed that human rights lie at the centre of the 
EU Common Foreign and Security Policy. Even 
though the achievements in promoting those values 
have often been less than commendable, we must 
remember that we have a wide range of excellent 
tools at our disposal. 

One of the most useful tools is the series of 
human rights guidelines on issues that are of great 
importance to the EU and its Member States. These 
guidelines aim to help different EU actors pro-
mote human rights by offering practical advice. 
All together the EU has seven guidelines: on the 
Death Penalty (1998, updated 2008); Torture (2001, 
updated 2008); Dialogues with Third Countries 
(2001); Children Affected by Armed Conflict (2003, 
updated 2008); Human Rights Defenders (2004); the 
Promotion and Protection of the Rights of the Child 
(2007) and Violence against Women and Girls and 
Combating all Forms of Discrimination against Them 
(2008). Guidelines on promoting compliance with 
the International Humanitarian Law (2005), aiming 
to create operational tools for the use of the EU in 
this sphere will also be important as the European 
Security and Defence Policy evolves. The duty of the 
European Parliament is to monitor the implemen-
tation of the guidelines and to remind actors inside 
and outside the EU of their importance. 

Human rights dialogues are another essential 
item in the Union’s human rights toolbox. They form 
a vital part of the EU’s external strategy and thereby 
offer a useful platform for the advancement of the 
Union’s human rights policy. There are currently 
around 30 human rights dialogues between the EU 
and third countries and they vary greatly in form 
and volume. Not all of these dialogues are satisfactory 

11	 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/human_rights/human_rights_in_third_countries/r10106_en.htm
12	 http://www.un.org/law/icc/index.html
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13	 http://ec.europa.eu/development/body/publications/courier/courier200/pdf/en_018.pdf
14	 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/development/african_caribbean_pacific_states/r12101_en.htm
15	 http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rights/election_observation/index_en.htm
16	 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/finance/eidhr_en.htm

and some have stalled completely. It is our role as 
Greens in the parliament to keep the pressure on 
and demand more transparency, civil society input, 
benchmarking and commitments from the dialogue 
parties. Human rights issues have also been effec-
tively raised in the context of political dialogue with 
the ACP countries under articles 813 and 96 of the 
Cotonou Agreement14. While these are not de facto 
human rights dialogues and should never be taken 
as a fully-fledged substitute for them, these are paths 
we should undoubtedly explore and use should the 
opportunity arise. Using these possibilities is noth-
ing less than human rights mainstreaming across 
the board at its best. 

Elections alone do not safeguard democracy but 
they do offer a chance for its promotion. Promotion 
of democracy lies at the heart of the EU’s foreign and 
security policy. While there is much to improve in 
the coherence of the EU´s democracy promotion 
efforts, one dimension has nevertheless proved to be 
very useful – the EU Election Observation Missions15. 
These missions, however, cannot have a sustained 
impact on democracy promotion unless they overall 
are properly resourced. We must make sure that all 
aspects of democracy promotion receive adequate 
funding and that the 25% ceiling of the EIDHR16 
-budget to the Election Observation Missions is fully 
granted. Furthermore, we have to ensure that the EU 
adopts a common strategy on democracy promo-
tion abroad. 

The Treaty of Lisbon

We must ensure that the Union and especially 
the European Parliament fully utilise the additional 
powers in the area of human rights that the Treaty 
of Lisbon provides. This will require a conscious 
change of attitude of both European citizens and 
their representatives in Brussels. Post Lisbon, they 
will not only be able to criticise EU policies but also 
act as gatekeepers. Moreover, this will enable us to 
mainstream human rights into the EU institutions 
and the EU’s foreign relations. 

The Treaty of Lisbon increases the powers of the 
parliament and thus enables it to insist on sufficient 
financial and human resources and the inclusion of 
human rights clauses in EU policies, agreements and 
decisions. Should EU institutions not respect this, 
the parliament has the power to terminate the agree-
ment. We finally have the opportunity and the tools 
to protect and promote human rights effectively in 
Europe and beyond. We must use them well. 

Under the Lisbon treaty the EU Charter on 
Fundamental Rights and Freedoms will become 
binding EU law and the European Union will be 
able to become a party to additional human rights 
treaties. The Union has already signed up to the 
UN convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities and the next one will most likely be the 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms (European Convention on 
Human Rights, ECHR). At present, EU institutions 
are not explicitly bound by the convention, unlike 
individual EU Member States, and signing up to it 
will bring into EU remit the long awaited account-
ability on human rights. EU institutions will become 
accountable to the European Court of Human Rights 
on issues concerning the convention. EU law will 
also be interpreted in the light of the convention and 
in turn the convention will directly apply to EU law. 
This constitutes a paradigm shift in the European 
human rights field and, during this initial stage, 
the European Parliament must keep a close watch 
to make sure the human rights commitments and 
obligations contained in the convention are fully 
implemented and enforced. 

The human rights commissioner

This legislative period will probably also usher 
in the new post of Commissioner for Civil Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms. Whilst we welcome this 
news we must remain vigilant that the mandate of 
the new commissioner will be enough to deal with 
human rights issues effectively. The mandate should 
enable the commissioner to tackle human rights 
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discrepancies and violations within the EU remit 
and beyond the Union’s borders. The new commis-
sioner must be integrated into the decision making 
process of the new External Action Service to ensure 
human rights are integrated into EU policy. Sufficient 
resources therefore must be guaranteed to this office. 

The European Union and human rights

We must ensure that the EU becomes a first-
rate actor in the international human rights arena. 
Although strong on issues like freedom of speech 
and the death penalty, the record of action has 
been persistently inconsistent and compromised. 
At home the Union has failed to settle issues like 
xenophobia, racism and discrimination. The state 
of the Roma and Sinti community is a scandal of 
international proportions. In external relations the 
Union has been remiss and elusive in its human 
rights commitments. This has undoubtedly contrib-
uted to the downgrading of human rights issues on 
the international agenda. The EU must abandon the 
mindset that human rights issues abroad are of no 
concern to us because the reality is that their effects 
ripple into the EU. It is simply not possible to isolate 
the effects of human rights violations.

The EU will become a first-rate human rights 
actor only when there are no grounds for accusations 
of double standards, elusiveness and incoherence. 
Tackling the discrepancy between human rights 
standards applied internally and externally must be a 
priority. Once the Treaty of Lisbon comes into force, 
the citizens of Europe and the European Parliament 
will have a key role to play in ensuring this.

The Union must hone its strategy towards 
oppressive regimes. While inconsistency under-
mines the credibility of the EU in the international 
arena, we must have the courage to be flexible and 
even creative in our efforts. Isolation of repres-
sive governments is not an effective strategy and 
will most likely be counterproductive and outright 
condemnation is only likely to increase animosity. 
Engagement with adversaries is not the same thing 
as concurring with their domestic travesties. While 
upholding our founding principles, we must sys-
tematically engage in constructive and substantive 
dialogue, diplomacy and interaction. 

The EU and international institutions  
working on human rights

The EU has not cooperated with other interna-
tional institutions in the field of human rights as 
well as it could have. This seems to be slowly chang-
ing. There is better cooperation with the Council of 
Europe and the UN has opened a regional office in 
Brussels. This offers tremendous opportunities for 
the EU to improve its human rights policies and con-
tribute to the creation of a strong European regional 
human rights system. 

The EU and the Council of Europe

As the EU ratifies the Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
Freedoms and becomes subject to the jurisdiction 
of the European Court of Human Rights, coop-
eration with the Council of Europe will grow in 
importance. The increased institutional presence 
of the European Union at the Council of Europe is 
an excellent development but we must be vigilant 
that our activities do not overlap and thereby waste 
resources. Sharing information and expertise will 
be mutually enriching. The EU must take more into 
account the work of the Council of Europe and its 
expertise in the human rights field especially in the 
European Neighbourhood Policy. Moreover, the 
relationship between the Parliamentary Assembly of 
the Council of Europe and the European Parliament 
should be strengthened. We must do more together, 
meet more often and take joint action, on several 
levels. More specifically, we must benefit from each 
other’s initiatives. While the ‘quadripartite’ meet-
ings have proved useful, the parliamentary element 
in the discussions is missing. Both, the Council of 
Europe and the European Union parliamentary 
institutions must be integrated into these talks. 
These efforts must be guided by the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Council of Europe 
and the European Union. The Memorandum of 
Understanding will be reviewed in 2011 to make it 
correspond with the institutional developments 
in Europe and the European Parliament must fully 
participate in this task. 
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The United Nations Office of the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights 

The opening of an OHCHR regional office in 
Brussels marks a new beginning in the relationship 
between the UN and the EU. Cooperation must 
be intensified, coherence improved and efforts 
systematically coordinated. We need to exchange 
views on best practice as there is much we can 
learn from each other. Furthermore, I especially 
wish for closer cooperation between the European 
Parliament and the Human Rights Council and its 
special procedures. 

The UN/Human Rights Council

As the most recent global development in the 
human rights field, the birth of the UN Human 
Rights Council in 2006 cannot be ignored and we 
also need to scrutinise the role of the EU within the 
Council. The Human Rights Council is heir to the 
unsuccessful Commission on Human Rights and 
was created solely to deliver where its predeces-
sor had failed. During its first years, the fear that 
the new body would repeat the failures of its pred-
ecessor has materialised and the EU has failed to 
contribute to the building of a strong and effective 
Human Rights Council. 

Today the Human Rights Council is plagued by 
block mentality, polarisation and double standards. 
The most vocal leaders of this development are Egypt 
in the name of the African group, Pakistan in the 
name of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference 
as well as more discreetly Russia and China. The 
aim of these countries and groups is to render the 

Human Rights Council powerless to scrutinise their 
human rights records and those of their friends. The 
EU and the Western group’s own efforts have been 
incoherent, unsystematic and defeatist. 

The European Parliament –  
Green ambitions

The parliament is arguably the most vocal 
defender of human rights amongst the EU institu-
tions and is very active in the human rights field. 
Within the work of the EU institutions the European 
Parliament should be able to make a greater contri-
bution to issues concerning human rights. The EU 
institutions should take advantage of this vast poten-
tial, especially given the persistent criticism of their 
own poor performance in the human rights field. 
During my term as chair of the European Parliament 
Subcommittee on Human Rights, I aim to help the 
European Parliament achieve this goal. 

The subcommittee has already become an 
important forum able to influence the strategies 
and targets of European Union human rights policy. 
Overall, the Greens’ target for the subcommittee dur-
ing this legislature must be mainstreaming human 
rights both in EU institutions and policies and 
improving cooperation between the international 
organisations working in this field. We must also 
ensure that the subcommittee continues to lend 
solid support to freedom of speech and human rights 
defenders. Finally, the subcommittee must push 
the EU to become a more coherent and consistent 
human rights actor in the international arena. If we 
have achieved these aims at the end of this five year 
term we will not have done too badly.

Heidi Anneli Hautala was the leader of the Finnish Green Party in 1987-1991 
and a presidential candidate in 2000 and 2006. She was a member of the national 
parliament from 1991 to 1995. After Finland joined the European Union in 1995, 
she was elected to the European Parliament. Heidi Hautala returned to the national 
parliament in the elections of 2003, and in 2009 she was re-elected to the European 
Parliament where she is currently chairwoman of the Subcommittee of Human Rights. 
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Imagine you are a child in Niger, Africa. Your 
parents cannot afford to spend more than one euro 
a day on your needs. They might not be able to send 
you to school. They probably cannot read or write 
themselves. You may expect to live some 50 years.

Now imagine you are a child in the Netherlands. 
About 60 times more money is available for you than 
for a child in Niger. You will certainly go to school 
for at least twelve years. Your life expectancy is 80 
years.

The chances people get in life differ enor-
mously according to the country where they are 
born. This ‘lottery of birth’ is fundamentally unfair. 
Unfortunately, a more just distribution of opportu-
nity cannot be organised overnight. But should the 
child from Niger, once it can make its own choices, 
not at least have the opportunity to move to the 
Netherlands in order to improve its chances in life?

Towards open borders

The cosmopolitan ideal of open borders is an 
attractive vision, especially for the Greens. This ideal 
has to a great extent already been realised within the 
European Union. Free movement across borders 
has become a fundamental right for EU citizens. But 
this has only been possible because wealth is more 
evenly spread among the countries of the EU than 
worldwide. Indeed, the remaining limitations on the 
free movement of labour within the EU are applied 
to workers from less wealthy, new member states, 
such as Poland and Romania, by national govern-
ments that fear their labour market will be disrupted 
by an influx of cheap labour. If governments lift these 
temporary restrictions before their official expiry 
date – which I sincerely hope – this will be because 
more Poles and Romanians hope to find a rewarding 
job at home instead of abroad. Unfortunately, many 
people outside the EU have less reason to be opti-
mistic about their own countries’ development. 

The opening of borders within the EU has been a 
gradual process. On a global scale, it will necessarily 
take much more time before people can move freely. 
A sudden abolition of the rich countries’ borders 
would be too big a shock for their labour markets 
and social security systems. It would threaten the 
jobs and income of low-skilled workers in particu-
lar. They would experience this as a breach of the 
social contract, especially if their government is 
no longer able to guarantee basic social rights. The 
painful truth is that our welfare states are based on 
the exclusion of outsiders.

The EU example shows that letting in outsiders 
becomes easier as the wealth gap between countries 
decreases. Can controlled forms of labour migration 
be organised in such a way that they actually con-
tribute to the closing of this gap?  That is one of the 
questions, on which I would like to focus in the com-
ing years in two European Parliament Committees: 
Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs; and 
Development.

It is important to distinguish labour migration 
from other forms of migration, such as family reuni-
fication and asylum. Respecting the right to family 
life and protecting refugees are obligations for the 
EU and its Member States. They derive from human 
rights’ treaties that, to a large extent, preclude eco-
nomic considerations. By contrast, when it comes to 
labour or educational migration, we may use eco-
nomic criteria for selection. As Greens we should 
aim to balance the interests of an aging Europe 
with the interests of developing countries and of the 
migrants themselves.

Illegal migration

Of course, in practice, there is a link between 
different forms of migration. The absence of legal 
channels of labour migration, especially for lower-
skilled workers, fosters illegal migration and poorly 

4. JUDITH SARGENTINI

Making the most of labour migration
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justified asylum claims. This process is fuelled by a 
demand from employers for cheap migrant workers, 
willing to do the tough and boring jobs that many 
Europeans no longer want to perform.

Already, there are between four and eight mil-
lion migrants in the EU, who work without a permit. 
Their shameless exploitation by traffickers and 
employers amounts to unfair competition for legal 
workers doing the same kind of job, both native and 
immigrant, and is a human rights tragedy in itself. 
There is nothing romantic about being an illegal 
alien, living in constant fear of being arrested and 
deported. And these are the lucky ones: each year, 
hundreds of immigrants die before they reach 
Europe’s shores. The Mediterranean Sea is becom-
ing a vast graveyard.

 
The EU is turning itself into a ‘gated community’ 

to stop new illegal workers from coming in. Border 
fences, navy patrols and visa restrictions are the ugly 
downside of free movement within the EU’s borders. 
It is questionable, though, if this will ever stop clan-
destine immigration, as long as we do not open up 
legal channels of migration.

In fact, we can hardly do without low-skilled 
migrant workers. In my own country, The Netherlands, 
the problem of unemployment would already have 
been superseded by the problem of labour shortages, 
if it had not been for the financial and economic crisis. 
In other EU countries, such as Germany, the working 
population is aging at an even faster pace. 

Structural reforms to increase labour participa-
tion, such as raising retirement ages and improving 
childcare facilities, are indispensable for long-term 
financial stability, the viability of the euro and the 
preservation of Europe’s place in the world. But 
higher labour participation will also boost the 
demand for cleaners, pizza delivery staff, babysit-
ters and so forth, the low-paid occupations, which 
are already hard to fill. Once the economy recovers, 
the European debate on labour migration might well 
heat up.

Green strategy

How can we as Greens foster this debate and 
make sure we are listened to?  Our group in the 
European Parliament was right to criticise the ‘blue 
card’ plans as they stand, because this card only 
facilitates entry for migrants with higher education 
– and might not even be attractive enough for them. 
Since labour migration is a reality, there should 
also be European work permits for lower-skilled 
migrants offering a humane alternative to illegal 
immigration.

But these arguments, valid as they may be, are not 
sufficient to reshape the European debate. Perhaps 
we need to question our strategy. As Greens, we are 
inclined to increase the rights of labour migrants. 
The policy paper which the European Green Party 
adopted last year, for instance, states that temporary 
work permits should become lasting residence per-
mits after two or three years. That clearly serves the 
interest of those labour migrants admitted legally 
but it may also mean that very few of them will actu-
ally be admitted, for fear that they become an extra 
burden to the welfare state. Moreover, an approach 
that focuses on the individual migrant is not neces-
sarily the one, which most serves the development 
of his or her country of origin. Thus, we Greens 
might well remain on the defensive: stuck between 
conservative and nationalist scare tactics about cul-
tural tensions and the hidden costs of migration, 
and a leftist-populist narrative equating migra-
tion with the exploitation of workers and the ‘brain 
drain’. Perhaps we should take a different approach, 
one that aims to make labour migration profitable 
for an aging Europe, for migrants seeking a better life 
and for their countries of origin. 

Profit and cost of migration

The World Bank once made an estimate of 
what would happen if the rich countries admitted 
3% more labour migrants, about 13 million people 
(World Bank 2006). It estimated this would cause 
global income to rise by 350 billion dollars – more 
than what we can expect from trade liberalisation, 
if the Doha round is successfully concluded by the 
World Trade Organization (SCP & CPB 2009). The 
new migrants would gain 143 billion dollars and 
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their countries of origin 162 billion. The native popu-
lations of the rich countries would see their income 
rise by 139 billion dollars, but immigrants, who 
already live in rich countries, would lose 88 billion.

These figures suggest that labour immigration 
can be turned into a ‘win-win’ situation, provided 
the rich countries compensate their ‘old’ migrants. 
Here, shifting the tax burden from low-income 
workers to capital and pollution would seem a sen-
sible policy.

But there are also numerous studies that sug-
gest Europe has nothing to gain from large-scale 
immigration. In the long run, the cost of health-
care, education, pensions and social security for the 
newcomers and their families will exceed their tax 
contribution and they will not therefore alleviate the 
financial consequences of an aging population on 
national budgets (CPB 2003).

It is likely that the difference between these 
estimates can be explained by the use of varying 
timeframes and/or assumptions about which social 
rights labour migrants will claim and whether their 
stay is permanent or temporary. In many cases, 
extending the rights of migrant workers might be 
expected to tend towards having a negative effect 
on the long-term wealth of the receiving countries. 
We also need to include the social effects of failed 
integration, as many migrant workers may end up 
unemployed or locked into poor neighbourhoods 
where tensions accumulate and poverty proliferates. 
Work, after all, is the key to successful integration 
and giving immigrants a positive image.

Brain drain and brain gain

The beneficial effect of labour migration on the 
countries of origin, as predicted by the World Bank, 
is also contested. Some poor countries and many 
non-governmental organisations in the field of 
development cooperation complain about a ‘brain 
drain’. Selective migration policies by rich countries 
can rob developing countries of their trained profes-
sionals, thus undermining essential public services 
such as healthcare. 

It is doubtful, however, that these professionals 
would have had the facilities, the pay and the moti-
vation to work effectively for the health and wealth 
of their countries, had they not left. As the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) puts it 
in its latest Human Development Report17, “migra-
tion is more accurately portrayed as a symptom, not 
a cause, of failing health systems”.

The UNDP also points out that half of the skilled 
emigrants return to their home countries, usually 
after five years. We may assume that many of them 
have become better skilled while working in the 
developed world. The UNDP prefers speaking of 
‘brain circulation’ instead of ‘brain drain’. Moreover, 
the prospect of a profitable career overseas moti-
vates others to undertake higher education. The 
‘brain gain’ of emigration would not exist if all ave-
nues to rich countries were closed.

Apart from the brain gain, there is the financial 
gain of emigration. A substantial part of the money that 
migrant workers earn in rich countries is transferred 
to their families and communities in the country of 
origin. In 2007, officially recorded remittances to 
developing countries amounted to about four times 
the size of Official Development Aid (UNDP 2009). 
Even though the financial and economic crisis might 
have reduced this amount as migrants lose their jobs, 
this contribution to the wealth of developing coun-
tries still remains considerable.

Remittances are not only of a financial kind. 
There are also economic, social and political remit-
tances. Migration to the developing world boosts 
trade. It introduces more liberal ways of thinking in 
developing countries and may increase the demand 
for a more accountable government.

We should note, however, that remittances to 
the country of origin are higher under temporary 
migration. Once migrants are settled with their fam-
ilies for good in a rich country, they are less inclined 
to send a large part of their earnings to relatives in 
the country of origin. Their motivation to engage in 
other ways to shape a better future for their home 
country might also diminish once they have found 

17	 http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2009
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a new home. This is a phenomenon we should not 
overlook if we want to maximise the positive impacts 
of labour migration on developing countries.

Benefits of circular migration

The previous two sections suggest that it is prof-
itable for both destination and countries of origin if 
labour migration has a certain degree of circular-
ity. Our policies should stimulate labour migrants 
to use the knowledge, skills, contacts and capital 
they acquire in Europe for the development of their 
countries of origin. In doing so, we reduce the finan-
cial risks to the European welfare states and may 
convince more people that an aging Europe does 
indeed need more immigrants. 

Already today, most work permits are tem-
porary. It could hardly be different, since not all 
migrant workers succeed in finding a job in the 
European labour market. In some sectors, such as 
agriculture and tourism, there is only a shortage of 
workers at certain times of the year. For these sec-
tors, which nowadays draw heavily on clandestine 
labour, a seasonal programme of migrant workers 
seems particularly fitting.

To make such a programme or any temporary 
labour scheme successful, there are a number of 
problems that have to be overcome. First of all, 
employers need to abstain from hiring clandestine 
workers. These will always be cheaper, unless both 
the size of the financial penalties and the frequency 
of inspections drive up the cost of breaking the law. 
The recent EU directive on sanctions for employers 
of third country nationals without a work permit 
goes some way to discouraging illegal practices. 
Regrettably, it does not offer sufficient compensa-
tion for the migrant workers who, for much of the 
time, are victims of exploitation.

The risk of exploitative practices still exists when 
migrant workers have legal status. Tough government 
inspections of working conditions, working times and 
payment will be needed. If an employer finds ways to 
withhold part of the promised earnings to temporary 
migrants, they will not reach their savings target. This 
will increase the temptation to overstay the duration 
of the work permit illegally (Ruhs 2005). 

Employers will have less power to exploit 
migrant workers if the latter has the right to leave 
one employment and find another. ‘Employment 
portability’ strengthens the hand of migrant workers, 
even when their work permit is restricted to certain 
sectors of the economy. Employment portability is 
best achieved if the selection of migrant workers 
is not left entirely to employers. EU Immigration 
Desks in ‘sending’ countries, like the experimental 
one that was set up in Mali last year, could do part 
of this job. These desks should ensure that the costs 
of temporary migration – obtaining a passport, 
travel tickets etc. – do not exceed the expected earn-
ings. Excessive ‘transaction’ costs would also tempt 
migrant workers to overstay their permits and enter 
the illegal labour market.

Overstaying is the Achilles heel of any tem-
porary migration scheme but countering this risk 
does not have to rely entirely on repressive meas-
ures. For instance, we might allow migrants, who 
return to their country of origin, to have their social 
insurance contributions paid as a lump sum upon 
return. Switzerland and Sweden already do so. This 
money could then be used as start up capital for an 
enterprise back home. In any case, it would increase 
remittances. Temporary labour migrants should 
also have the right to travel freely, especially to their 
country of origin. This way, they can maintain their 
networks at home (Ruhs 2005).

Most importantly, if we want migrant workers 
to return at the end of their permitted time, future 
return should become less irrevocable. Consider the 
Polish workers, who have entered the labour mar-
kets of western European countries in large numbers 
after Poland’s accession to the EU. Why do so few of 
them opt for unemployment benefits now that the 
crisis has reduced their job opportunities?  Why 
do so many of them return to Poland?  Probably, 
because they know that they can come back once 
new opportunities arise. 

Similarly, temporary workers from outside the 
EU must have a chance to close the circle. By return-
ing to their country of origin as required by their 
permit, they should increase their eligibility for a 
new work permit or a visitor’s visa. Canada has been 
running such a scheme for seasonal workers from 
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Mexico for years and hardly any of them overstay 
their work permit. The circular migrants invest their 
earnings in land, businesses, their children’s educa-
tion and better houses. Their remittances boost the 
economies of their villages. Had there not been the 
option of circular migration, they would never have 
stood a chance of entering the Canadian labour 
market legally.

Such models of circular migration are worthy 
of attention, if we Greens want to escape out of our 
lonely corner in the migration debate.

Limits of circular migration

Circular migration is not ‘the egg of Columbus’. 
It would probably be unwise to impose it on highly 
skilled workers. This would further reduce Europe’s 
attractiveness, compared to other destinations 
with lower income taxes such as the United States. 
Precluding a permanent stay is also not necessary to 
prevent a brain drain, since half of the highly skilled 
workers from developing countries return to their 
country of origin anyway.

Temporary or circular migration is also ill-suited 
to professionals such as nurses and teachers, or so 
limited evidence suggests. Successful interaction 
with patients or pupils demands an intimate knowl-
edge of the culture of the host country. For the 
acquisition of this knowledge, a prolonged stay is 
required, as well as the prospect of citizenship (SCP 
& CPB 2009).

Similarly, employers in other sectors might have 
to invest so much in the training of migrant work-
ers for certain jobs that it would be unreasonable to 
expect the employment contract to terminate after 
one or two years. In these cases, there should be an 
option to prolong the migrant’s work permit and even 
the perspective of permanent stay and citizenship. 

According to the EU’s directive on long-term 
residents, third-country nationals get permanent 
status after five years of residence. They risk losing 
this status, however, if they leave EU territory for 
more than a year. This unnecessary obstacle to cir-
cular migration should be removed as it denies the 
transnational reality in which many migrants live. 

A differentiated approach to labour migration with 
varying forms of work permits for different sectors 
and jobs seems to be appropriate. From the moment 
the migrant worker applies for a work permit, it 
should be clear under which conditions the permit, 
if at all, can be extended. 

To reduce the spillover effect, there should be 
maximum harmonisation of European work per-
mits, even though quotas for initial entry will remain 
a national prerogative. Life will always be more com-
plex than the politicians’ ability to plan and steer. 
Some temporary migrants, for instance, will fall in 
love with EU citizens. Marriage might give them the 
right to stay. That is not only inevitable, it is good. 
Migrants are not just units of labour; they are flesh 
and blood, people with passions.

Migration and development

I have argued that extending the rights of migrant 
workers is not necessarily in the best interest of their 
countries of origin. Temporary migrants produce 
more remittances for developing countries than 
permanent migrants. Temporary migration, even in 
circular schemes, gives more individuals a chance 
to earn good money in Europe, instead of being 
exploited as clandestine workers. A seasonable job 
in Europe may not offer a child from Niger the life it 
dreams of. But if, once grown up, this child can be a 
legal worker in Europe instead of an illegal alien, it 
will make as much difference as night and day.

Along with the earnings come new skills, new 
contacts, cultural learning and opportunities for 
trade. The EU could do more to maximise these ben-
efits. The sending of remittances should be made 
cheaper. More migrant saving should end up in 
bank accounts in the countries of origin, so that the 
money can be lent out for productive investments, 
instead of being kept under mattresses. Returning 
migrants should get support for setting up their own 
businesses, even though future success will depend 
on ‘good governance’ in the home country.

To put an end to the brain drain debate, once 
and for all, EU countries should accept more stu-
dents from developing countries. They should be 
charged no more in tuition fees for higher educa-
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tion than students who already reside here. Those 
migrant students, who return home after their 
studies will compensate the developing countries 
for their perceived brain drain. Those who choose 
to stay in Europe, and are allowed to because they 
find a professional job within a year or so, will be our 
share in the brain gain.

Tackling labour and educational migration at the 
same time can maximise their positive impacts on 
the development of poor countries. If these impacts 
are sizeable enough to help reduce the wealth gap 
between rich and poor countries, the migration of a 
lucky few will eventually contribute to a world with-
out borders for all.
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The globalisation of our western way of life 
has been caught up in a disastrous series of crises. 
Admittedly, several hundred million people in the 
newly industrialised countries have been able to 
increase their incomes significantly and there has 
been an expansion of the middle classes in China, 
India and Brazil. The price explosion in oil, gas, metal 
and foodstuffs, however, has made it impossible for 
the poor to access food and fuel. The world’s hungry 
now number in excess of one billion, the highest fig-
ure in the history of mankind. Our consumer driven 
economy and society have also resulted in climate 
change – the greatest of all the global crises. The 
gap between rich and poor continues to widen: the 
world’s poor vie with each other for low paid jobs. 
Those with the best incomes are able to command 
an ever-larger share of global wealth and, thanks to 
the free movement of capital, are able to secure tax 
advantages for the income derived from their wealth. 
The growth of this liquidity was also the basis for the 
enormous international financial speculation bub-
ble that burst in the autumn of 2008. In the wake of 
neo-liberal globalisation, barriers for banks, hedge 
funds and other financial institutions disappeared 
but economic regulation remained for the most part 
in the national domain and was increasingly eroded 
as financial centres frantically competed with each 
other. This ended with nearly all the major banks 
having billions of toxic debt on their balance sheets 
that could not be covered by their own (totally insuf-
ficient) capital reserves. The world now finds itself in 
the worst economic crisis since the 1920s. Countries 
have had to prevent a total collapse of the financial 
system with enormous rescue and stimulus pack-
ages as well as minimum central bank interest rates 
– all, of course, financed on credit. 

These crises have one cause in common: they all 
lacked any control framework geared to the common 
good. The pursuit of profit takes place at global level 
but those representing public interest are predomi-
nantly local and national, be they nation states or 

critical civil society representatives. The scourges of 
globalisation – inequality, shortage of raw materials, 
climate change, environmental damage and macro-
economic instability – can no longer be controlled 
by national politics. Even worse is the way power 
structures within states have shifted. Internationally 
mobile concerns, financial funds and highly quali-
fied individuals have increased their power and 
influence while trade unions and other workers’ 
organisations have lost out. For this reason it has 
become increasingly rare for national authorities to 
use what margin they have to promote the common 
good. The current inability to get a grip on the prob-
lems of globalisation throws even democracy, in the 
sense of sovereignty of the people, into a crisis.

The answers: de-globalisation and the 
globalisation of democracy

The anti-globalisation movement as well as the 
world’s green parties offer two typical responses 
to the problems of globalisation. The first one is to 
reverse economic globalisation – ‘small is beauti-
ful’ being their battle cry. The second supports the 
globalisation of politics. They would like to see an 
international body responsible for regulation for 
the sake of common economic welfare. In the same 
manner as political liberalisation opened a global 
Pandora’s Box, environmental, social and economic 
regulation can also be internationalised. 

At least as far as Europe is concerned, it would 
appear that the proponents of the internationalisa-
tion of politics have won the debate. There are still 
some green and globalisation localists but their 
numbers have clearly decreased. What is quite 
clear is that any consistent attempt to increase 
decentralisation will not solve global problems. 
In addition, globalisation has simply too many 
attractive attributes. There is hardly anyone, even 
in green circles, who would give up international 
exchange and the development aspects of economic 
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globalisation. It is no coincidence that the anti-
globalisation movement, even in nationally-aware 
France, no longer talks of ‘anti-mondialisation’ but 
‘altermondialisation’.

Key environmental issues can only be solved with 
global co-operation. Even if all borders were closed, 
individual countries could still mess up the climate 
all on their own. It is for this reason that building 
global problem solving capacity will be crucial to 
getting on top of the problems of globalisation. One 
of the consequences of such action could well be 
that some economic sectors would be de-globalised 
or be globalised in a different way. International 
efforts to combat climate change could see some 
parts of agriculture and energy production return-
ing to the regions. This, however, is fundamentally 
different to the general retreat from globalisation as 
demanded by the localists.

Under the crisis: the beach 

The escalation of the crisis has decisively 
changed the nature of the globalisation debate. 
The proponents of a global ‘free’ market with mini-
mum regulation have been thrown increasingly 
on the defensive. Apart from a few who remain 
unconvinced, the free marketeers now recognise 
the necessity for international efforts to combat cli-
mate change and environmental damage. There are 
increasing numbers of eco-friendly economic liber-
als, who accept global regulation of the environment 
but remain hard core neo-liberals. The economics 
section of major German newspaper Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung was a dogged defender of this 
position. The financial crisis, however, dealt such 
eco-friendly economic liberals a severe blow. Of 
all things, it was the financial markets with their 
greedy profit seekers and investors that turned out 
to be the Waterloo of economic platitudes. Even the 
ordoliberalism18 popular in some German green cir-
cles was unable to explain the crisis. Certainly, poor 
financial regulation or lack thereof, contributed 
to the financial crisis. At the same time, however, 
there was a gigantic speculation bubble of which the 

well-informed were only too aware. In spite of that, 
the herd instinct to maximise utility (as described 
by Keynes and Minsky among others) took place. 
Enthusiasm for market efficiency has also been a cas-
ualty of the crisis. Market failure went much further 
than even the German ordoliberals were prepared 
to accept. This double crisis in market credibility 
presents a great opportunity for environmental and 
social policy. The majority of those profiting from 
neo-liberal globalisation are still sticking to their 
economic interests but the ideological basis is now 
badly damaged and the financial crisis has also cre-
ated a growing number of losers within the group. 
We need to make the most of this with our Green 
New Deal.

The Green New Deal:  
ambitious and realistic

The Green New Deal (GND) is a packet of meas-
ures to tackle the global crises. It seeks to:

 regulate financial markets and increase 
international economic cooperation to improve 
macroeconomic stability; 

 increase investment in measures to combat 
climate change;

 improve social cohesion both domestically 
and internationally. 

Its aim is nothing less than to help move the 
trillions of dollars awash in global markets into 
investments geared to creating a more environmen-
tally friendly and socially aware economic system. 
In order to do this we will need to offer incentives so 
that investment in measures to protect the climate 
such as development of renewable energy and raw 
materials can also be profitable. At the same time we 
need to improve efficiency by changing our methods 
of production and consumption. In order for this 
change to take place globally as well as nationally we 
need a better social balance. Developing countries 
will only be able to tackle climate change and pro-
tect the environment when there is a more equitable 
system of global trade and finance. They will only 
participate when the rich countries tackle climate 

18	 A school of economics developed in post-war Germany that teaches that state regulations can help the free market 
produce results close to its theoretical potential.
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damage and undertake technology transfer. Even in 
the industrialised nations, the cost of restructuring 
the economic system will only be met if the system 
is deemed fair. Any policy that increases social divi-
sions in our country is not only unjust; it is also a 
disservice to climate protection.

The GND is an ambitious programme intended 
for the social-environmental restructuring of our 
economy. The GND, however, is not designed to 
solve capitalism’s recent problems but is a way to 
tackle issues quickly and decisively. You do not have 
to be against capitalism to support GND – you can 
be a fan of a socio-environmental market economy 
or realist critical of capitalism. 

To avoid any misunderstanding: fundamental 
doubts about capitalism are certainly justifiable. 
Capitalism pushes for growth and the economic 
utilisation of anything unutilised. Of course one has 
to doubt that our limited planet can support con-
tinuous endless economic growth. The impressive 
study by Tim Jackson Prosperity without growth for 
the British Sustainable Development Council has 
shown that efficiency and technology cannot solve 
the problems of climate change and resource avail-
ability. An efficiency factor of 10 per unit of gross 
domestic product is no longer sufficient to reach 
the goal of 2°C. If economic growth continues una-
bated and developing countries wish to attain the 
same level as the developed world, then in order to 
maintain the 2°C goal, we will need to achieve an 
efficiency factor of 60. You would have to be very 
optimistic about technical developments to think 
such a goal possible. Even renewable energies could 
not achieve this.

Independent of the monetary value of the 
economy in 2050, taking environmental factors 
into account, we will rapidly need to reduce our 
use of natural resources and lower greenhouse gas 
emissions. In the next few years there needs to be 
massive investment in buildings and energy provi-
sion, new forms of transport and changes in farming 
methods. In the past, increased investment was 
always accompanied by a growth in gross national 
product. The indications are that the GND will 
achieve similar results. Gross domestic product will 
grow in monetary terms to enable the consumption 

of natural resources to decline. This does not make 
a fundamental criticism of capitalism and growth 
passé. The ‘greening’ of capitalism will not alter its 
dubious cultural influence, as consumerism and 
materialism will always be with us. A good life seems 
hardly possible under a dictatorship of efficiency 
and speed, exploitation and flexibility, pressure to 
perform and competition. Until now we have been 
unable to produce any alternative to capitalism for 
an open, plural society. But it is worthwhile to search 
for an economic model that includes more coopera-
tion and less competition and that also experiments 
with projects such as local markets and commerce, 
household solar energy provision, local curren-
cies, housing associations, producer and consumer 
cooperatives and crisis rocked businesses being 
taken over by their employers.

It is right to debate what sort of system we 
need now as doubts about capitalism are being 
widely expressed. It would be wrong not to use this 
opportunity to push for the necessary change. Put 
clearly: in view of climate change we need to make 
the necessary environmental changes so fast that 
they will have to be done within the framework 
of the capitalist system. We will have to do our 
best to use the system’s strengths (the desire for 
profit and the pull of competition) to bring about 
change. This pact with the capitalist monster can 
only work if policies clearly define environmental 
limits and offer incentives. Left to itself, the capi-
talist market is a destructive force. The rejection 
of eco-capitalism on the grounds that it does not 
properly challenge the fundamentals of our eco-
nomic system or that it helps stabilise it, is, in the 
current crisis, overly cynical.

Financial markets: a change  
to long-termism

Other parts of this publication deal with different 
areas of the GND but this contribution concentrates 
on the first pillar: regulation of financial markets that 
will play a decisive role in the implementation of 
GNP. Making economies more ecologically friendly 
requires taking a long-term view. During these last 
few years it was more profitable for banks and inves-
tors to speculate in the short term rather than invest 
for the long term. The changes we want mean invest-
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ment in real goods not just speculation. As long as 
it is more attractive to put gigantic sums of money 
into high-risk ventures the outlook for the financing 
of more sustainable investment does not look good. 
This will require additional central control and/or 
better fine-tuning to regulate financial systems. 

Europe holds the key

Setting rules for financial markets is an EU 
competence. Individual Member States can also 
approve additional regulations within their (still) 
national financial market supervision. Even so, 
it is expedient that the EU’s single market should 
have a common regulatory framework. Current EU 
financial market regulation needs to be revised and 
extended and the EU Commission’s De Larosière 
working group has proposed measures to deal with 
this. Based on these proposals the commission has 
tabled a catalogue of measures which will require 
the approval of the Council of the European Union 
and the European Parliament that has full co-deci-
sion rights. Sometime in 2010 these measures will be 
decided and the Greens propose the following:

Capital reserves and the liability of banks, etc.Capital reserves and the liability of banks, etc.
People take greater risks if they think they are 

not going to have to pay for their mistakes. For this 
reason it is necessary to raise the amount of capi-
tal banks are required to hold in reserve. This will 
ensure that the bank owners bear the cost of any 
losses rather than call on the taxpayers to bail them 
out. Long-term investment will therefore once again 
become a more attractive option for the banks. 
Capital requirements need to be constructed to 
allow for reserves to be built up when times are good 
so that in more difficult times credit availability will 
not have to be cut. In addition, all off balance sheet 
items will need to be included when calculating a 
financial institution’s capital reserve. It is the banks’ 
ability to provide credit that makes them central 
to any financial system. It is therefore most impor-
tant that the Reform IV of the Capital Requirements 
Directive will properly implement these guidelines.

All financial market operators subject to the same All financial market operators subject to the same 
regulationregulation

In order to ensure that stricter banking rules are 
not sidestepped, all financial institutions should, 

as far as possible, be regulated in the same way. No 
significant financial player must be left without con-
trol and supervision. It is therefore most important 
that the EU’s Directive on Alternative Investment 
Fund Managers is implemented so that hedge and 
equity funds are brought under regulation. We will 
also press the commission to ensure that their forth-
coming derivative regulation guidelines are fully 
comprehensive.

Limit management salaries and concentrate on Limit management salaries and concentrate on 
long-term successlong-term success

The practice of rewarding managers with sub-
stantial bonuses for short-term gains has resulted in 
the financial sector taking excessive risks. Rewards 
based on such short-term results must therefore be 
discontinued. Management salaries must be based 
on long-term company performance. It is therefore 
imperative that as much care should be given to the 
proposed EU guidelines on fund management sala-
ries as to the Reform III of the Capital Requirements 
Directive. 

Rating agencies: getting rid of harmful incentivesRating agencies: getting rid of harmful incentives
The rating agencies that assess credit worthi-

ness have a rather strange way of operating. They 
award credit ratings for which they are paid by the 
organisations they rate. In other words companies 
can choose who will rate them. This means that the 
agencies have an incentive to award the best pos-
sible rating. There is no commercial incentive to 
ensure that ratings are properly accurate. This needs 
to be rectified. The Reform III of the EU’s Capital 
Requirements Directive must take this into account. 

European supervision of financial marketsEuropean supervision of financial markets
Up to now, financial market regulation has been 

in the hands of national authorities, operating with 
varying degrees of thoroughness and efficiency. 
Alongside regulatory duties, many of these super-
visory institutions have also been concerned with 
making their financial markets as attractive as possi-
ble to internationally mobile capital. To this end, we 
need an effective European body to control financial 
markets and stop the race to the bottom of ever-
lower standards and lighter supervision. 
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The risk taker must pay: time for a tax on finanThe risk taker must pay: time for a tax on finan--
cial transactionscial transactions

The final cost of the global financial crisis is 
still not known but it is quite clear that it will be 
extremely expensive. It is not just the billions spent 
bailing out the banks and providing stimulus pack-
ages but also the even higher indirect cost of loss 
of prosperity. The majority of political parties and 
interest groups are shirking the question as to how 
these costs can be financed. The Greens in Germany 
have demanded that income from capital should be 
taxed in the same progressive manner as tax levied 
on the income of employed workers. We also want 
to see a wealth tax to offset the continual rise in state 
indebtedness resulting from the crisis. We would 
like to see a comprehensive financial transaction tax 
at least in the Eurozone.

Closure of tax havens rather than giving in to Closure of tax havens rather than giving in to 
competition to provide a lower taxed environmentcompetition to provide a lower taxed environment

In order to ensure that income from capital and 
other assets makes a proper fiscal contribution, we 
need to put an end to competition among countries 
to provide the lowest tax environment. At present, 
countries have high incentives to use low tax rates to 
attract international companies and this has proved 
popular with both companies and wealthy indi-
viduals. This leaves small and medium businesses 
and the honest taxpayer looking rather foolish. In 
a similar manner, often the same countries engage 
in competition to provide the loosest control and 
supervision of financial markets. If we are to have a 
just tax policy and proper financial market supervi-
sion we will need to put an end to these tax havens.

The key to this lies in Europe. The first thing to 
do is to come to some agreement with tax havens on 
minimum regulatory standards. This will most likely 
not be sufficient. With no global standards, achieving 
stronger European tax and financial regulation will 
require us to internationalise our efforts. The EU’s 
large internal market offers a number of possibili-
ties. European financial market regulations should 
apply to all those who operate in Europe, regardless 
of whether or not they are subsidiary companies. 
New regulations governing investment funds should 
also apply to all funds open to EU investors. In future, 
banks and insurance companies will have to decide 
if they want to operate in the EU or in tax havens.

Initial European financial market 
supervision: weak EU plan perpetuates 
out of date parochialism

As if there had not been enough damage, the 
European Commission has proposed an EU supervi-
sory structure that is both fragmented and toothless. 
In future, there will be three EU authorities to super-
vise financial institutions involved in cross-border 
activities. There will be one each for banks, insur-
ance and securities based in Paris, Frankfurt and 
London respectively. In addition, there will be a 
special council in the European Central Bank that 
will study risk and keep a general eye on macroeco-
nomic stability.

Instead of creating a monolithic structure to 
supervise the billionaire financial conglomerates, 
the EU has given us a three-part body. This is bizarre 
given the advanced nature of the financial markets. 
The largest financial concerns are often equally 
exposed to all sectors as they gamble in bank, insur-
ance and securities deals. The threefold division 
of the planned new agency is merely an extension 
of the current European regulatory structure that 
so clearly was unable to prevent the current crisis. 
It is therefore no wonder that those responsible 
at the European Central Bank (openly) and the 
European Commission (less openly) say that this 
kind of supervision is not appropriate to current 
conditions. More appropriate would be the sort 
of all embracing supervisory body that the United 
Kingdom has in the form of the Financial Services 
Authority and Germany, in principle, in the form of 
the Bundesanstalt für Finanzdienstleistungsaufsicht 
(BaFin).

The results of the European Commission’s pro-
posals are not just the fragmentation of supervision 
but also a growing burden of inter-governmentalism. 
The EU structure means that when the going gets 
tough none of the European supervisory bodies will 
be able to do anything. Whenever public money is 
required to prop up a bank, it will be the Member 
States alone that decide. In this manner key questions 
thrown up by the financial crisis remain unanswered: 
who provides the funds to save a bank present in 
more than one country?  How are the various inter-
ests in the different countries to be reconciled? 
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The European taxpayer has paid dearly for this 
lack of clarity. For many years, Ireland made money 
from its low tax, low regulation regime but it is now 
the German taxpayer who is stumping up for the 
Hypo Real Estate (HRE) bankruptcy19. Ireland that 
made it possible for banks and large concerns to 
avoid regulation will not have to pay for the bail-
outs. Admittedly, it is German banking supervision 
and finance policy that carries the main responsibil-
ity for the HRE disaster but the incentive to engage 
in ‘regulatory’ dumping is strong when not all coun-
tries are involved in the bail-out schemes.

Another example is the crash of the Benelux 
bank, Fortis. As the Netherlands and Belgium were 
unable to agree as to how much each should pay of 
the billions lost, the crisis intensified and cost even 
more money. These examples demonstrate how 
much better it would be if there was cross border 
regulation that made the allocation of liability clear 
in advance of a crisis. This could best be provided by 
a European regulatory authority covering all finan-
cial services.

Also annoying is the fact that special purpose 
vehicles used by the banks will not fall under the 
remit of the European supervisory authority. Instead 
of bringing light to the shadows, the European 
Commission has not even managed to strike a match!  
It was these special vehicles that were also partly 
responsible for the HRE and BayernLB crashes. 
These two institutions lost heavily on speculations 
made via off-balance sheet vehicles established in 
the tax havens of Dublin and Delaware (U.S.). The 
new banking regulations do not even touch on this 
question in a footnote.

If you discuss these issues with commission 
officials they are unable to provide sound technical 
reasons for their half-heartedness. Instead they point 
out that large Member States such as Germany and 
the United Kingdom do not want a strong European 
body to supervise financial markets. Even the cur-
rent commission proposals go too far for the UK 
government. Discussing supervision of the London 
financial market arouses a feeling of Euroscepticism 

even greater than what one is used to. Of all people 
singing in tune with the British was the then German 
finance minister, Steinbrück, usually a vocal critic of 
the ‘City’. Initial discussions in the council on the 
commission’s already rather weak proposals ended 
with a whole series of watered-down measures.

A Europe for the people and the 
environment – not parish pump politics

The actions of the commission bear the typical 
hallmarks of its president, Barroso. Instead of prop-
erly pursuing the interests of the whole Union and 
following the European treaties, he has confused the 
job of the European Commission with that of a gen-
eral secretariat for the larger Member States. Instead 
of being the guardian of the treaties, he has been the 
fainthearted advocate of national governments that 
no longer believe in the European dream.

In the next ten months a package of measures to 
guide and regulate financial markets will be negoti-
ated by the European Commission, Member States 
and the European Parliament. Given the enormous 
consequences of the current crisis there is too much 
at stake to allow the tunnel vision of national compe-
tence to block what is appropriate and reasonable: 
strong and measured regulation of European finan-
cial markets by EU institutions, capable of applying 
the rules. The European Parliament must keep in 
mind the interests of European citizens rather than 
defend imagined national scope for action that glo-
balisation has long since put paid to. It is encouraging 
that the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs of the European Parliament was able to reject 
the council’s watered-down measures for financial 
market supervision with a joint statement from rep-
resentatives of the EPP (European People’s Party), 
the PES (Party of European Socialists) the ALDE 
(Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe) and 
the Greens.

A new coalition for the Green New Deal 

Even though it is growing in importance, the 
European Parliament alone is in no position to push 

19	 See http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/finance/2009/0807/1224252148990.html
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through the Green New Deal, neither in the regula-
tion of financial markets nor in the provision of the 
necessary investment to make our economies more 
environmentally and socially friendly. To do this we 
need a coalition to promote change. There are four 
groups that have an important role to play here: con-
sumer organisations, trade unions, producers of the 
products of the future and critical non-governmen-
tal organisations. We need to institute a continuous 
dialogue with these partners to identify broad com-
mon initiatives.

Democracy

Financial markets especially provide a good 
example as to how unequally power is distributed. 
Those who have been damaged by the financial cri-
sis are ordinary citizens who are seldom members 
of organisations that deal with financial affairs. In 
contrast, the most important beneficiaries of weakly 
regulated financial markets such as banks and funds 
are members of well-organised and powerful lob-

bies whose influence is constantly in evidence in 
the European Parliament’s economic committee. 
The European Commission’s expert groups are 
dominated by individuals, who also have interests in 
financial service organisations or actors.

If we want more effective regulation of the glo-
bal economy then we need to limit the power of 
these lobbies. We need to separate the common 
interest from those of individuals in the same man-
ner as church and state were separated in the past. 
Europe needs a compulsory lobby register. Anyone 
who has had a job in politics or administration 
should be forbidden from taking up employment 
in either a private company or interest group con-
nected with their previous appointment until their 
‘cooling-off time’ has elapsed. Election campaigns 
and political parties need to manage without large 
financial donations. This battle for democratic rules 
will be decisive if we are to have a globalisation that 
is socially aware and environmentally friendly. 

Sven Giegold was elected to the European Parliament in June 2009. He is a 
member of the Green/European Free Alliance Group and their coordinator in the 
economic and monetary committee. Before joining Bündnis 90/Die Grünen in 
2008, Giegold and others founded Attac Deutschland (2000) und the European 
Coordination of Attac (2002). From 1991 to 1996 he studied economics and 
politics and adult education in Bremen and Birmingham (UK) where he obtained 
his master’s degree in social science. Following this, he founded, with friends, an 
environmental centre that has created 40 jobs. Sven Giegold has written articles 

and books on globalisation, taxation and socially responsible economies. 
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The next five years will see a complete re-eval-
uation of agricultural policy including a revision of 
its financial framework that will take place in 2013. 
We will also need to investigate how far the policy of 
recent years has been sensible and purposeful.

Evaluation of the current situation

In recent years, both the European Commission 
and Council have agreed that agricultural policy 
needs to be freed from its rigid system of regulation, 
one example being the abolition of milk quotas. The 
European Commission wants a policy of complete 
liberalisation that will make EU agriculture fit for the 
world market and thus strengthen its export position.

As European Greens, we reject this policy as 
being neither in the interest of producers nor con-
sumers. The announcement of the abolition of 
production restrictions and the gradual increase of 
milk quotas have had a ruinous effect on dairy pro-
ducers. A disastrous reduction of nearly 50% in the 
price paid to the farmer has only translated into an 
8% fall in supermarket price. 

The fall in price has only been to the ben-
efit of the dairy industry and trade. The outmoded 
response of European agricultural policy has been 
to reintroduce export subsidies. Europe’s butter 
and milk surpluses have been swept onto the world 
market. Such actions only serve to disrupt the emer-
gence of domestic milk production in developing 
countries and put local small farmers out of busi-
ness. The Greens have long demanded an end to 
such dumping. What has just occurred in the milk 
sector demonstrates how wrong the focus of this 
policy is and how much we need to change it. 

Gearing European agricultural policy to world 
markets is totally the wrong way to go. The European 
Court of Auditors criticised milk exports in October 
2009 saying that: “The Commission and the Member 
States should therefore focus primarily on satisfy-
ing the needs of the European domestic market, and 
also on the production of cheeses and other products 
of high added value which can be exported without 
budgetary assistance20.”  

Instead of swamping the world market with 
subsidised surplus production (courtesy of the tax 
payer), the Greens believe that policy should be 
directed towards promoting regional markets. The 
goal should be fair prices for both producers and 
consumers and more employment in rural areas. 
Priority should be given to the EU’s domestic mar-
ket. Globally seen, world trade has little significance 
for agricultural products. Only 8% of EU agricultural 
produce goes to the world market while 90% is con-
sumed in the region where it was produced. The 
world market therefore only plays a minor role. 

The wider perspective of Green agricultural 
policy

It is about time to fill the concept of the Euro-
pean agricultural model with life. Green agricultural 
policy is rural development policy. Its priorities will 
be high food standards and, most importantly, envi-
ronmental issues like adapting to climate change 
and the contribution of agriculture to the reduction 
of green house gases. The current policy has led to 
a massive loss of rural employment. EU subsidies 
favour the expansion of farms and hence further 
encourage the industrialisation of production.

6. MARTIN HÄUSLING

Green agricultural policy: the wider perspective

20	 http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=ECA/09/63&format=HTML&aged=0&language =en
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Creating jobs not emptying the countryside
 

The current policy of structural change has 
caused the loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs, 
a fact that seems to have gone almost unnoticed. 
Farmers increasingly see no future in agriculture. 
There are currently some 13.1 million farms in the 
EU of which 350 daily go out of business and in 
many parts of Europe there are few other alternative 
sources of income. 

For social and ecological reasons there should 
be no further promotion of industrialised agricul-
ture. Instead, assistance to agricultural enterprises 
should take into account how many jobs they can 
provide. Up until the present, EU agricultural sub-
sidies of the first pillar have favoured enterprises 
with the greatest production units. The success of 
EU agricultural policy needs to be measured by how 
well it can ensure jobs in rural areas. 

Protecting the environment has been largely 
ignored. Concentration in agriculture has resulted 
in a uniform and rather featureless landscape. One 
example is the ever increasing production of maize 
in central Europe and the planting of wheat varie-
ties with a limited genetic profile. At the same time 
protein rich plants such as beans and peas are being 
cultivated in ever decreasing quantities. Animal and 
plant varieties that are adapted to regional condi-
tions are losing out to cheap mass-produced goods.

The last review of agricultural policy reported that 
the new challenges of climate change and biologi-
cal diversity needed to be given greater prominence 
but this declaration has been backed up by neither 
symbolic nor concrete action. At the three-week UN 
conference on biodiversity in Berlin in May 2008, the 
host, federal environment minister, Horst Seehofer 
was most notable for his absence. It would appear 
that biodiversity is still viewed as imposing restric-
tions on farmers to protect butterflies rather than a 
key factor in tackling climate change. 

Programmes designed to reward farmers for 
using environmentally friendly methods have also 
included agendas for combating climate change 
and promoting biodiversity. They have, however, 
not been adequate to encourage the cultivation of 

traditional plant varieties. Biodiversity will not only 
secure our future food supply but ensure we have 
varieties resistant to pest and disease as well as able 
to cope with changes in consumer preference. One 
good example is the reintroduction of a traditional 
German plant, ruccola. It was only after the plant 
was rediscovered as a popular ingredient in Italian 
cuisine that it experienced a renaissance. 

Climate change and agriculture

Agriculture is one of the areas most affected 
by climate change and at the same time one of the 
main factors causing it. Between 17 and 30% of the 
impact on the climate is the result of agriculture. 
These figures only include direct emissions (17%) 
and the greenhouse gases released with the burning 
and clearance of rain forests for land use (an addi-
tional 13%). Emissions due to transport associated 
with agriculture are calculated separately and not 
included here.

Industrialised agriculture is very energy-inten-
sive and consumes large amounts of fossil fuels, 
particularly in the manufacture of mineral fertilisers 
and synthesised pesticides. We would like to see a 
greater use of solar energy and a reduction in the use 
of fossil fuels in agriculture. One approach would 
be the expansion of crops such as peas and beans 
in all their varieties, which will not only contribute 
to diversification but also reduce soybean imports 
from North and South America. The production of 
soybeans (much of it used to fatten cattle and poultry 
in the EU) has been a major factor in the clearing of 
rain forest. It must therefore be counted as another 
negative effect agriculture has on climate change.

Intensive animal husbandry is one of the biggest 
challenges facing agriculture as it has severed all 
ties with the natural cycle. Advanced industrialisa-
tion, particularly in the production of poultry and in 
some cases pork, has resulted in chicken being sold 
in supermarkets at a cheaper price than dog food. 
What is currently marketed as a climate friendly 
agricultural development turns out to be just the lat-
est technology for spreading liquid manure on the 
fields in order to lower nitrogen loss. Agriculture is 
going to have to do better than that to combat cli-
mate change.
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There must be targets for agriculture in the fight 
against climate change and we must reward methods 
that protect the environment such as the planting 
of crops that will in the long term bind more CO2 
into the soil than they release into the atmosphere. 
Organic farming is energy efficient and its methods 
produce less CO2. Crop rotation contributes to a CO2 
neutral agriculture.

Agriculture must make more efficient use of 
remnants in its increasing production of raw mate-
rials and fuel. There needs to be a more consistent 
use of methane from both manure and slurry in 
the production of biofuels. This will contribute to a 
reduction in greenhouse gas, as methane is one of 
its most damaging components. 

Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) – 
neither in the field nor on the plate

The precautionary principle must be our central 
aim in food production. It is not just the end prod-
uct that needs to be certified but the whole process 
should be free of risk. Food safety is more than just 
high-quality food processing. We need to adopt 
a flexible approach towards small and medium-
sized processors with their regional and cultural 
specialities as a countermeasure to the increasing 
dominance of industrial food manufacture.

A green agricultural and food stuffs policy envi-
sions GMO-free food and prohibits the use of GMOs 
in both arable farming and animal husbandry. More-
over, the use of GMOs means that agriculture has 
become dependent on a few transnational compa-
nies. In recent years GMO plants have been patented 
especially in the EU and other developed countries. 
Even more recently, there has been a new devel-
opment as patents have been filed on the various 
technical stages in the breeding of conventional ani-
mals and plants. The peculiarities of European patent 
law also allow the results of these breeding methods 
(offspring and some plants for human consumption) 
to be patented in their turn. Our revision of the EU 
biotechnology patent directive21 will make clear that 

we want to see naturally bred animals, plants and 
their genotype excluded from patenting on ethical, 
social and legal grounds. It should not be up to busi-
nesses to decide what and how we eat. Regions will 
be legally allowed to ban GMOs in their area. 

Fairer rules in the food market

One of the aims of EU policy is to secure export 
markets for the foodstuffs sector. As the EU is one 
of the largest domestic markets in the world, one 
is bound to ask what advantage this presents to its 
farmers and consumers. Looking at the example of 
Canada one can see that a restructuring of the milk 
market to domestic requirements has resulted in 
higher prices for producers and reasonable prices 
for consumers. Compared to the USA, the govern-
ment spends less on the milk sector and supermarket 
prices are also lower. Since the beginning of the year, 
EU surpluses have once more been dumped onto 
the world market disrupting domestic milk produc-
tion in developing countries. 

Our aim of just trade in agricultural products is 
based on the idea of an EcoFair Trade that respects 
the environment. When there is unfair competi-
tion we need to help those who are disadvantaged. 
It is not always fair to have a uniform application 
of the rules. We must be flexible in our approach to 
the poorest nations if their agriculture is to be pro-
tected. In these countries between 50 and 80% of 
the population depends directly on agriculture for 
their income. Opening up 50% of the domestic mar-
ket, as for example the EU’s partnership agreement 
with West Africa aspires, destroys regional integra-
tion and takes away any room for manoeuvre third 
country governments or parliaments might have to 
shape their own food and agricultural policies. The 
West African economic region of ECOWAS22 decided 
to liberalise the regional market for meat products 
but continue to protect the most important crops of 
rice, millet and maize. Developing countries must 
be allowed to exercise such a flexible approach 
in the future. We believe in promoting trade that 
is socially and environmentally responsible. Free 

21	 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1998:213:0013:0021:EN:PDF
22	 Economic Community Of West African States.
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trade for imports from developing countries should 
be targeted to enable small farmers to make a living 
from what they sell. 

The food crisis of 2008 demonstrated the conse-
quences of market liberalisation for the poorest of 
the poor. The Philippines opened their rice market 
as demanded by the World Trade Organisation and 
as a result were no longer self sufficient. When rice 
prices rose to 1000 dollars per ton on the interna-
tional exchanges, the poor in the Philippines were 
scarcely able to afford one rice meal a day.

If we re-regionalise trade and give small farm-
ers in the South targeted privileged market access, 
this will remove the unfair competition that they 
currently suffer and secure them a better income. 
Hunger has many causes and in only a few cases will 
market access to the EU improve the economic situa-
tion of the poor. In the majority of cases, however, the 
solutions are to be found elsewhere. About half of all 
the world’s one billion hungry are small farmers in 
developing countries – ironically those who produce 
food. They are hungry because they have no access 
to land and because independent advice about pro-
duction methods has disappeared years ago. They 
also lack appropriate seeds and access to credit.

Healthy and tasty food

European Greens believe in a food policy that 
includes a variety of dietary cultures and styles. 
Instead of a global one-size-fits-all approach we 
want more local markets and food production that 
shortens the distance between field and plate using 
species appropriate animal husbandry. We want no 
GMOs either on plates or in the feed troughs. We are 
sceptical about animal cloning because in the case 

of animal protection there is much more to consider 
than pure species designation.

New research priorities

A new approach to agricultural research is 
needed: we must reintroduce the cultivation of pro-
tein rich plants not only to increase diversity but also 
to protect the rain forest from further destruction and 
reduce the resultant negative effect on climate change. 
Biodiversity, along with energy efficient methods of 
production and distribution are goals that have only 
just come onto the agenda. The diversification of rural 
economies and establishing links between sustaina-
ble tourism, farming, food processing and distribution 
will secure the future of food production. As a global 
report on agriculture has shown, farmers all over 
the world have extensive knowledge and experience 
that must be better utilised in research projects. The 
University of Kassel demonstrated the success of this 
approach in a study of animal welfare that included 
observations made by small farmers. It was their input 
and enthusiasm that brought about the successful 
initiative to reintroduce a variety of winter pea, the 
cultivation of which had long been abandoned and 
from which biofuel can be extracted.

Vision for the future

In five years time we will have a flourishing 
countryside with fields full of old and new crop 
varieties, meadows of cows and sheep and better 
employment opportunities in agriculture and the 
craft sector, especially in eastern Europe. Fairer and 
more regional trade and production should have 
lifted poor farmers in developing countries out of 
extreme poverty and thus provided their children 
with better education opportunities.

Martin Häusling is an agricultural specialist and has been running an organic farm, 
Kellerwaldhof, since 1988. He has been a member of the Green party in Hesse ever 
since it was founded in 1979 and led the party in the local government of Bad Zwest-
en. From 2003 to 2008 he was a member of the state parliament of Hesse and the 
Green party spokesman on agriculture, forestry, Europe and consumer affairs. He 
was returned to the Hesse parliament January 2009 and became spokesman for rural 
affairs and gene technology. Martin Häusling has been a Member of the European 
Parliament since July 2009 and is part of the Greens/European Alliance Group. He is 

also a member of the Committees on Agriculture and Rural Affairs and on Budget Scrutiny. 
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After 50 years of common effort, transport in 
Europe has undergone profound change. The free 
movement of goods and persons within the European 
Union, the opening up of the national economies to 
both Europe and the rest of the world, as well as just-
in-time production methods are some of the factors 
that have brought far-reaching change on the trans-
port scene and resulted in a considerable increase 
in the number of people and volume of goods trans-
ported. There are mobile warehouses driving along 
European roads and the very high number of cars, 
vans, lorries and container trucks has resulted in 
increasingly unmanageable congestion.

The lack of appropriate and diversified infra-
structure pricing has meant that goods transported 
by rail are at a disadvantage compared to those 
moved by road. In addition there is such keen com-
petition within individual transport sectors that 
(social) security issues and the working conditions 
of those in the industry are frequently compro-
mised. With the introduction of the hub system, 
airfreight, previously reserved for specific goods 
and distances, has grown to rival haulage transport 
on the road in an effort to decrease delivery times, 
even over relatively short distances. Logistic com-
panies have developed around airfreight terminals 
and have become economic development motors 
in many European regions. There is much competi-
tion between these centres to attract companies and 
investors and, in the bid for economic expansion 
and employment creation, little attention has been 
paid to noise pollution. 

There has been a huge increase in air passen-
ger traffic in line with the rapid expansion of low 
cost airlines that have often signed exclusive deals 
with regional airports and demonstrated ingenuity 
in cost-cutting with tax deals and low labour costs. 
Today, with a few ten euro notes you could fly 500 
kilometres but the same distance by train would be 
much more expensive. 

European household budgets spend around 
15% of their income on travel and one third of this 
sum is for car purchase. It is noteworthy that about 
half of all journeys undertaken are less than five ki-
lometres in length. At the same time, in 2008, more 
than 39,000 people were killed in road accidents in 
the EU’s Member States.

Unsustainable growth, unequal competition

In recent decades, the European Union has been 
an extremely active legislator in transport matters, in 
turn viewing it as an independent economic sector, a 
creator of employment and growth and an indispen-
sable support for the Union’s global and European 
economic activity and competitiveness.

All modes of transport have been included in its 
many laws and regulations concerning: standardisa-
tion, harmonisation and efficiency; the creation of 
networks; the safety of products and the travelling 
public; the rights of passengers; signposting, traffic 
management, air traffic control and port services 
and the training of pilots and sea captains. As in the 
energy and telecoms sectors, or more recently that of 
postal services, the monopoly situation of national 
companies running railways, airlines or maritime 
transport has now been broken, as these companies 
have been opened up to competition. The object of 
this exercise being to increase the quality of service 
offered to the customer while lowering the price.

Some 15 years on is perhaps the time to take a 
critical look at the results. These vary widely accord-
ing to the mode of transport, the way in which EU 
legislation was transposed into national law and 
its practical application (or avoidance). Just as 
happened in the energy sector, the dismantling 
of state transport monopolies has also resulted in 
private monopolies (as successive concentrations 
of companies and shareholders have taken place) 
and better quality and lower prices have not been 

7. Isabelle Durant

Transport must cease to live on  
environmental credit
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always achieved. In the meantime, there has been 
continuing intense competition between the vari-
ous transport sectors that has resulted in a dizzying 
growth of road traffic that does not have to pay its 
real costs. Between 2000 and 2007 there was a 27% 
increase in the amount of freight moved by road!  Air 
transport that, as we know, pays neither tax on avia-
tion fuel nor on ticket sales has risen by nearly 13% 
in the same period23.

As regards the integration of networks, roads and 
other infrastructure the results are also somewhat 
mixed. There are still many physical and technical 
obstacles. Despite the growth of high-speed train 
tracks and efforts to advance the trans-European 
networks, the lack of interoperability between the 
various national rail systems remains a problem. 
The liberalisation of rail freight that was supposed to 
create competition by opening up the rail networks, 
has, for the most part, resulted in a concentration of 
companies around the former (monopoly) opera-
tors, who continue to protect their interests via their 
choice of technology.

Alarming environmental effects 

Such growth and physical restrictions on mobil-
ity have had an alarming effect on the environment: 
from 1990 to 2002, emissions from international 
aviation increased by almost 70%24. In 2006, 71% 
of greenhouse gas emissions from transport were 
caused by road traffic.

In spite of the economic crisis, there will cer-
tainly be no reduction in these problem areas: 
electronic commerce; an aging population; popula-
tion concentrated in urban areas and the dispersion 
of production; and the number of journeys gener-
ated by these factors will all result in a demand for 
more transport. The commission communication 
on “A sustainable future for transport”25 summa-
rises the situation in one sentence: “more people 
and greater economic affluence mean more mobil-
ity and more transport”. The same document that is 

the pre-amble to the white paper expected in 2010 
emphasises the pricing question. The communica-
tion talks about a “smart price” and technological 
innovation – ideas that the Greens have been pro-
posing for 20 years – that foresee a transport pricing 
structure in which the external costs (those actually 
caused by the users) are properly reflected. 

It is clear, however, that we cannot reverse the 
tendency in the next 50 years by means of white 
papers or measures based exclusively on managing 
the modes of transport, the infrastructure or techno-
logy. We will also need to give equal attention to the 
demand for mobility and the variety of ways this can 
be met. It is in this area that the Greens need to offer 
alternatives and put pressure on the various actors 
to look at the situation and its future evolution with 
different eyes. In short, transport must cease to live 
on environmental credit.

The challenge of climate change is upon us. It is 
the sole topic of conversation at every opportunity 
and in all areas. Commission President Barroso’s 
reaction during his campaign to be re-elected was 
not the right one. Of course he used fashionable 
expressions such as “de-carbonising the transport 
sector”. This is already a first step, given the effort 
and imagination that was required in the 1990s to 
get either the council or the commission to recog-
nise in their documents that climate change was a 
real issue. But it is by no means sufficient, as every 
effort to ’de-carbonise’ will require concrete meas-
ures, intelligent, innovative low-carbon solutions at 
no or minimum cost to governments. In addition, 
these measures will have to change the behaviour of 
private households and companies, create employ-
ment, transfer the tax burden to non-renewable 
resources and generators of CO2 and promote a 
more efficient use of existing transport infrastruc-
ture (intelligent transport, infrastructure charges, 
information systems, signposting, etc.).

Even if there is a successor agreement in 
Copenhagen in December 2009, or shortly after-

23	 http://ec.europa.eu/transport/publications/statistics/statistics_en.htm 
24	 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/climat/aviation/index_en.htm
25	 http://ec.europa.eu/transport/publications/doc/2009_future_of_transport_en.pdf
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wards, and regardless of how ambitious it is, one can 
still not allow entire transport sectors to remain out-
side the scope of serious efforts to mitigate climate 
change. The first targets announced for maritime 
and air traffic are completely insufficient.

It would be a mistake to assume that the climate 
change problem and emission reductions can be 
solved exclusively by the use of low emission vehicles 
– inaccurately called ‘clean vehicles’. In fact, despite 
an improvement in heavy goods vehicles (including 
shipping and aeroplanes), the increase in distance 
travelled has negated the anticipated improvements 
and has boosted an environmental and climate ‘bill’ 
that cannot be met by other sectors. A kilometre tax 
is therefore inevitable and must, in the first instance, 
fall on those methods of transport that are least envi-
ronmentally friendly.

Some urgent questions

There are a number of problems that need to 
be resolved – especially in the case of high-speed 
trains. Twenty years of experience have shown that 
these trains are popular with well-off customers and 
the less wealthy would also like to use them. Their 
fare prices, however, are way above those for other 
methods of transport such as the car and aero-
planes. Despite their expensive fares, high-speed 
train companies such as the French TGV are only 
just about economically viable. How can one solve 
this problem?  How can we facilitate the expansion 
of such a system to cover the whole of Europe and 
lower prices enough to make rail cheaper than air 
over medium distances?  

We also need to find answers to the problems of 
urban transport. The population of Europe is con-
centrated in urban areas along with knowledge and 
service industries but they also suffer traffic con-
gestion and air pollution. The pressure of traffic is 
constantly increasing and requires enormous con-
struction projects that municipalities are unable to 
finance. Also, it is precisely the deteriorating quality 
of life and air that forces the better-off to leave town 
centres and move to the periphery. They, however, 

continue to drive each day into town to work, using 
services that the municipalities have difficulty pro-
viding. Better planning both for urban centres and 
the periphery, collective systems and the creation 
of sustainable new neighbourhoods are some of the 
ways to master and shape transport demand. City 
tolls, low emission urban public transport networks 
as well as promotion of cycle use and car sharing are 
other methods of responding to demand.

A further important adjustment is that we can-
not envisage the transport sector decoupled from its 
environmental consequences: the effects it has not 
just on emissions (and the resulting impact on glo-
bal warming) but also on the state of the countryside, 
biodiversity, the working environment, the health of 
those who suffer noise and air pollution and poor 
road safety. We can no longer deal with transport 
without reference to urban and regional planning. 
We need to stop thinking and planning in isolation 
as this results in contradictions and incoherence – 
as happened within trans-European networks: the 
zones they cross and the Natura 200026 designated 
zones are defined by separate commissioners,  
ministers and parliamentary committees. 

In a similar fashion, the quality of transport 
and infrastructure safety are closely linked with the 
social conditions of those employed in the sector 
and the rights of passengers and other users. We 
would find it unacceptable that an oil tanker was 
piloted by an under-qualified and exploited crew, 
or that long distance lorry drivers were forced by 
their employers or customers to tamper with their 
tachographs. The challenge posed by transport is 
therefore also to ensure that its employees are well-
trained and have proper social security protection. 
For the length of time they drive or work, the quality 
of their equipment and loads, as well as the standard 
of their training do not only affect the quality of and 
security in their work but also those who travel with 
them, the goods transported by them and all those 
with whom they come into contact on the road. In 
this manner the demand for public transport from 
passengers and other consumers can be met with a 
high-quality service.

26	 The EU network of protected nature and biodiversity areas.
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The economic crisis demands that sectors able 
to provide long-term employment receive favour-
able treatment. Transport is one of these sectors 
but investment has to be well-directed. We need 
to dispel a myth: the belief that all investments in 
infrastructure will result in long-term economic 
advantage is untrue. The experiences of the 1990s 
show that the economic benefits resulting from the 
investments made with EU assistance in road and 
airport infrastructure in countries such as Portugal 
that had recently joined the Union, were wildly over-
estimated. In the light of this experience, Portugal 
has decided to delay planned investment in road 
and aviation projects during the current economic 
crisis. Those countries that have most recently 
joined the EU and will not benefit from the same 
massive financial aid as Portugal did in the 1990s, 
should take their lead from this. Investment needs 

to be concentrated upstream of transport and the 
economy, in research and development, education 
and training on the one hand and on conversion of 
the car industry, threatened by company concentra-
tion and production relocation, on the other.

Future prospects

The European Parliament’s Committee on 
Transport will have a lot to do in the coming legisla-
tive period. In addition to this enormous legislative 
task we will need to get the networks going, exert 
pressure in the right places and, above all, cooper-
ate with the transport industry. Not least, we must 
ensure that the European Commission produces 
a ‘transport package’ that defines clear emission 
reduction targets for all transport.

Isabelle Durant, mother of three children, was a nurse before studying Economics 
and Social Sciences. She worked in vocational training before becoming the presi-
dent and co-chair of Ecolo (French-speaking green party in Belgium). From 1999 
to 2004 she was transport minister and deputy prime minister in the Belgian fed-
eral government. Currently Isabelle Durant is a Member and Vice-President of the 
European Parliament, where she is also a member of the Committee on Transport 
and Tourism.
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Since Al Gore’s 2007 Nobel Prize for Peace –  
shared with the scientists active in the United  
Nation’s (UN) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change – the world leaders are increasingly focus-
ing their environmental policies on climate change. 
Clearly, the issue of climate change demonstrates that 
our current resource use delivers human wellbeing 
but at the cost of damaging the global environment. 
The sustainability of our environment is at stake and 
eventually it will have enormous adverse conse-
quences for our human prospect. A short-term focus 
on economic development, however, will – in the 
long run – undermine our prospects. In the coming 
years the main challenge will be to promote global 
development for our growing population, without 
causing further deterioration in environmental 
resources. In that sense, climate change is just the 
first clear signal that our resource use is reaching 
the end of the world’s capacity to fulfil it. Loss of 
biodiversity is the next sustainability issue that will 
demand our attention. Let us hope that attention 
will be paid to this issue before another Nobel Prize 
has to be awarded. This chapter outlines the Green 
agenda for improving resource efficiency, essential 
not for moral reasons but to secure our future.

Energy for development

The consumption of energy is necessary for 
human activities and economic welfare but the 
present methods of energy production and con-
sumption have a major impact on the environment. 
Fossil-fuel combustion is the single most important 
cause of anthropogenic climate change. Reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions will arguably be the great-
est challenge facing the energy system today. There 
are various other environmental problems also 
associated with the production of energy, such as 
air pollution (regional, urban and local), landscape 
disturbance, the generation of waste and the risk of 
nuclear accident. Moreover, energy resources are 

limited and unevenly distributed across the world. 
This begs the question as to whether energy security 
can be maintained in the long run, especially for 
resource-poor regions.

Energy consumption is expected to continue to 
grow worldwide, mainly driven by increasing demand 
in low-income regions. A typical projection of world 
energy consumption shows an increase by a factor of 
2 to 3, over the 21st century. Without some form of 
regulation this energy demand will be met by busi-
ness as usual: more use of fossil fuels, mainly coming 
from the most abundant source, coal, which is the 
most polluting and inefficient form of fossil fuel.

All future scenarios based on heavy coal con-
sumption show that global temperatures will rise 
by a minimum of 4°C but more likely above 6°C. The 
consequences will be severe: negative impacts on 
agricultural yields; the loss of sensitive ecosystems 
(such as coral reefs, mountain ecosystems, Arctic 
sea ice and the world’s glaciers); forests will be hit by 
wildfires and an increase in extreme weather events 
will challenge our societies. The world sea level will 
rise by at least 1.2 metres by the end of the century. 
Most critically, there is a considerable risk of tipping 
points being reached that will affect the functioning 
of the Amazon, the release of methane from tundra/
permafrost and the stability of the Greenland and 
West Antarctic ice sheets.

It’s renewable energy, stupid

It is clear that we cannot continue along this path 
of global warming. Moreover, the burning of coal 
will lead to further air pollution, especially in urban 
areas that provide work and housing for increasing 
numbers of people. Scientists have calculated that 
by 2050 our greenhouse gas emissions need to be 
reduced to at least 80% below the 1990 level. In fact, 
our European greenhouse gas emissions really need 
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to be zero by 2050. To attain this target we need a 
different kind of economy: one that is fully based 
on renewable energy resources. Renewables, rang-
ing from solar and wind to geothermal, tidal and 
biomass are infinite, clean and evenly distributed 
throughout the world’s regions. 

The transition to renewable energy, however, 
will not be an easy task that can be accomplished 
within one or two decades. The European Union will 
need to act now to complete this transition by 2050. 
Many hurdles, especially political ones, will have to 
be cleared. Vested interests can exert considerable 
political pressure and people are generally reluctant 
to embrace completely new ideas.

Technological barriers also need to be over-
come. Given the uncertainty as to technological 
advance and the varying evaluations as to the ben-
efits and trade-offs of different technologies, it is not 
possible to determine the optimal technology mix 
per sector that would bring about the required low 
emission levels for 2050. In fact, throughout history, 
there have been many examples of long-term visions 
for energy systems that turned out to be misguided: 
one example being that energy policies in several 
industrialised countries in the 1970s were based on 
achieving a fully nuclear based system by 2000.

One of the most attractive forms of climate pol-
icy, in terms of low cost and ease of implementation, 
is to decarbonise the central power system. This 
can be done by using large-scale renewable power 
production, such as wind power, hydro power or 
concentrated solar power (CSP). As the complete 
abolition of fossil-fuel power plants is unlikely, the 
combination of such power generation with carbon 
capture and storage (CCS) should not be prohibited. 
Especially since, in the long-term, the combina-
tion of bioenergy-based power plants and CCS is 
the only option that will remove greenhouse gases 
thus decreasing concentrations in the atmosphere. 
The provision of centralised energy from renew-
able power plants will require that we change to 
electricity as the primary mode of energy for end 
use (‘all-electric energy system’). Such a strategy 
will require a transition to electric vehicles for per-
sonal travel charged from grid power points. Modes 
of transport, for which electric motorisation would 

probably be more problematic, such as trucks, aero-
planes and ships, could be run either on properly 
sustainable biofuels or oil-based fuels. Most domes-
tic energy requirements such as heating and cooking 
could also be based on electricity. Space heating, 
for instance, could easily be based on efficient heat 
pumps or solar boiler systems.

Large- and small-scale

An essential part of such energy provision 
transformation will be extensive investment in the 
expansion of power grids on a continental scale 
(super grid). Such super grids will facilitate the 
extent of the penetration of large-scale renewable 
energy plants, reducing problems of intermittency. 
They will also provide the option of transporting 
electricity on an even larger intercontinental scale 
(such as from North Africa into Europe). This strat-
egy of increased investment in grids and the phasing 
in of large ‘non-carbon emitting’ plants could begin 
in high-income countries and be followed by a 
similar strategy in low-income countries. A crucial 
element in an electricity-based energy system is the 
development of electricity storage capacity, either 
in large-scale facilities using pumped hydropower 
or compressed air, or on a generally smaller scale, 
using batteries.

The future of renewable energy supply is not 
only large-scale. The main technologies of small-
scale energy provision are solar photovoltaic (PV) 
systems and small-scale wind turbines, distributed 
geothermal heating and cooling and biogas-based 
micro combined heat and power (micro CHP). To 
integrate such technologies into the energy system 
would require changes in the distribution grids, 
with better coordination and grid control mecha-
nisms and development of so-called smart grids. 
Large-scale local power production would require 
additional production capacity, which could com-
promise the overall environmental effect if storage 
or backup capacity were limited. Since both cen-
tralised and decentralised power systems offer 
significant potential for the inclusion of renewable 
power production, there is a good argument for 
maintaining both as a hybrid option in any future 
sustainable energy system.
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Energy efficiency

The technological aspect, however, should not 
be the only focus of our future policies. Saving energy 
is an important element in all climate change policy 
strategies. Studies show that using less energy than 
we currently do over the next century could achieve 
substantial emission reductions. Different scenarios 
show that, with a proper climate change policy (as 
opposed to no policy), energy saving could achieve 
on average a 25% reduction in emissions over the 
next 30 years. Saving energy is an attractive option 
because it has many other advantages: it reduces 
dependence on energy imports; it reduces sensitiv-
ity to energy price variations and it helps improve 
the competitiveness of companies and even whole 
sectors. Substantial acceleration in the rate of 
energy efficiency improvement is, however, not easy 
to implement, as it involves so many sectors, appli-
cations and a large number of  actors.

The most important aspects of energy saving 
that need to be addressed are the residential and 
transport sectors. In the context of the present eco-
nomic crisis, it is clear that sectoral fiscal stimuli for 
energy efficient buildings and sustainable transport 
are key options. The retrofitting of buildings is con-
sidered a highly effective measure: globally, energy 
used by buildings could be reduced by almost 30% 
by 2030, with a long-term zero net cost. Moreover, 
the application of current building technology could 
cut energy consumption by around 80% compared 
to traditional designs.

In the transport sector, current CO2 legislation is 
associated with incremental improvements that run 
the risk of limiting innovative incentives. Therefore, 
a proper and robust long-term strategy is required to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions significantly from 
transport, avoid lock-in effects and loss of flexibil-
ity. Measures for improving general vehicle energy 
efficiency (aerodynamics, weight reduction) and to 
address travel behaviour (awareness, pricing meas-
ures), are ‘no-regret’ options for reducing emissions 
from the transport sector. The issue of behav-
ioural change, however, has not yet been properly 
addressed by (Green) politicians. Our Green agenda 
for the 21st century should therefore encompass 
both a technological focus on 100% renewable 

energy resources and the behavioural change ne-
cessary to meet stringent energy efficiency targets.

Sustainable development: solving problems 
without causing new ones

The issue of sustainable development has often 
been confused by technological fixes that may serve 
economic development in the short term and but 
only partly deal with the environmental issues at 
stake. The case of biofuels is a clear example of 
such a misguided solution. Setting a 10% target of 
biofuel consumption for European transport by 
2020 amounts to around 35 million tonnes of oil 
equivalent. If grown in Europe with existing tech-
nologies (‘first generation’), an area of 20 to 30 
million hectares will be required for the production 
of this quantity of biofuel. Clearly, such an amount 
of agricultural land will not be available in Europe 
and therefore biofuels will be grown in developing 
regions, where increasing areas of agricultural land 
are already needed to feed growing populations. 
This will likely lead to additional loss of biodiver-
sity and the displacement effects of agriculture will 
result in unavoidable additional greenhouse gas 
emissions. The narrow focus on renewable energy 
resources will not solve the climate crisis nor will 
it contribute to poverty alleviation nor prevent loss 
of biodiversity. In order to avoid negative impacts, 
it is essential not to set overambitious bioenergy or 
biofuel targets. For second generation bioenergy the 
risks of negative biodiversity impact and adverse 
effects on hunger would appear to be much less 
severe. Still, it is important to monitor impacts and 
adjust policies accordingly. In 2050, about 50-150 
EJ/yr might be used without having a severe impact 
on biodiversity, assuming production is restricted 
to abandoned agricultural land, some of the natural 
grassland areas and there are additional biodiversity 
constraints that include agricultural and forest resi-
dues. Such numbers, however, are very uncertain.

The example of biofuels demonstrates that our 
planet is currently heavily over-used and how inter-
connected many problems are. There are not many 
technological fixes that do not cause new problems. 
This means that Green politicians need to advocate 
solutions that may not be very popular with non-
governmental organisations: we cannot afford to 
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lose options because of unfounded criticism. Green 
politicians are therefore under an obligation to 
ensure that their facts and figures are widely com-
municated.

Resource efficiency

It is important that Green politicians put the 
issue of resource efficiency back on the political 
agenda. Climate change cannot simply be over-
come by technological fixes especially since other 
sustainability issues, poverty alleviation and loss of 
biodiversity, also need to be solved. Focussing only 
on technological fixes will result in temporary solu-
tions that will divert us from the difficult discussions 
that must be had. For example, the ‘electrification’ 
of transport as described above may, wrongly, give 
us the impression that we do not need to address 
our addiction to cars. Even electric cars need to be 
constructed and our cities do not have the capac-
ity for another billion private vehicles. Therefore, 
the debate on less private transport and shifts in all 
forms of transport needs to take place alongside the 
transition to electric cars.

Other debates are also needed. Meat produc-
tion currently uses 80% of agricultural land and is 
the main cause of deforestation but accounts for 
only 15% of calorie intake. The most land intensive 
form of meat production is that for beef. Reduced 
meat (or specifically beef) consumption could con-
tribute substantially to decreasing pressure on land. 
Research has shown that when meat consump-
tion is replaced by a vegetarian diet based on crops 
(using protein from pulses and soy) agricultural 
land use was reduced by more than 50% (mostly 
grasslands). The same dietary changes that reduce 
land use would also substantially decrease the 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with agricul-
ture. In part, directly, by reducing the methane and 
nitrous oxide emissions associated with animal hus-
bandry but, more importantly, also indirectly by the 
regeneration of natural vegetation on abandoned 
agricultural land. Theoretically, a shift to a vegetar-
ian diet could achieve as much as a 20 to 30% share 
of the emissions reduction required realising the 2°C 
temperature target.

The ‘real’ impact of low-meat diets depends 
on what is used as a substitute: the environmental 
benefits of switching from meat to artificial ‘meat 
like’ substitutes (milk-based), for instance, would 
provide substantially less gain. Substituting fish for 
meat is also undesirable as the majority of our fishing 
grounds are currently overexploited. The question 
remains as to whether these lifestyle changes are 
realistic. Financial measures (such as a meat tax) 
could have some effect but considerable societal 
resistance can be expected. It has been shown that 
consumer preferences with respect to meat con-
sumption are hard to change and challenging this 
will be a tough job for politicians. 

To summarise, it is clear that the Greens need 
to further develop their vision as to how to shape 
a green energy economy. It cannot be forgotten, 
however, that climate change is only one of the sig-
nals indicating that we are over-using our planet’s 
resources. Therefore, the issue of resource efficiency 
should also be at the top of our agenda. It has often 
been argued that consumers will never voluntar-
ily adjust their behaviour to protect the world’s 
resources and that governments will have to impose 
solutions. It has, however, become increasingly clear 
that some government policies accelerate resource 
destruction while some individual consumers have 
invested time and effort in achieving more sustain-
able consumption patterns. Behavioural change is 
not realistically a top-down governmental strategy 
but one requiring individual motivation for a change 
in lifestyle. Awareness, recognition and acceptance 
of the urgency of the problems at hand are crucial 
pre-conditions for such a fundamental change in 
lifestyle and individual consumer behaviour. That is 
the real agenda for future Green policies: to advo-
cate a lifestyle that is more resource efficient without 
losing the people’s support in achieving this. On this 
specific issue we still have a long road to travel.
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Introduction

The EU is currently facing great change. It is 
highly likely that the pillar system established by the 
Treaty of Maastricht for external relations will soon 
be succeeded by new structures as the European 
External Action Service (EEAS) shortly gets under-
way. The EEAS, established by the Treaty of Lisbon, 
will be organised in a way that will cut across the old 
pillars.

European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), 
built up bit by bit since 1998, has successfully com-
pleted its first ten years. The question now arises as 
to whether it is ready to move up a level and meet 
the strategic and conceptual challenges required of 
Europe’s new foreign policy.

One strategic question that the Greens need 
to address is the issue of the four financial foreign 
policy instruments included in the Prodi Package27. 
These have been in operation since January 2007 
and will shortly need to be amended. The question 
here is how to define where Europe can add value. Is 
the European Commission – alongside the council’s 
ESDP civilian, policing and military missions – up 
to playing an active role in formulating strategic for-
eign and security goals or will it simply continue to 
deal with issues on an ad hoc basis?

Benchmarks

What counts is not the number of reports, posi-
tion papers or motions for resolutions but the quality 
of what we do and the ability to really get things 
changed. This we can measure by seeing how far 
we are able to shape the policy agenda, how much 
green legislation is passed and especially how many 
resources (money, personnel) are made available 

for specific projects. In the European Parliament, 
any policy to do with external affairs that is not men-
tioned in the annual budget or the next financial 
forecast is simply a collection of words.

Whether or not the Greens will be able to win 
recognition will only be made clear when the agenda 
is set: are new issues such as mediation, reconcilia-
tion, training and peace building and their practical 
implications explicitly mentioned?  Secondly, do 
finance and personnel in specific budget lines and 
organisational charts back up Green ideas and 
priorities?  The third criterion is proper implemen-
tation. We have already experienced that even when 
there is a legal basis and sufficient finance, this does 
not necessarily translate into real change on the spot 
if the implementation is done in a half-hearted way, 
as was the case with the Peace Building Partnership 
under the Instrument for Stability (IfS). In the end it 
is implementation that really counts. Internal debate 
in Brussels is both abstract and unhelpful for those 
living and working in the world’s danger zones. 

I. Content: overcoming  
the strategic vacuum

The main problem of European foreign policy is 
that it lacks an overall concept and as a result con-
sists of a series of piecemeal strategies. The 2003 
European Security Strategy (ESS) made a reason-
able analysis of many of the international issues but 
it was not able to do more than outline the most nec-
essary policy objectives. The ESS is far too general 
to be implemented and six years after its introduc-
tion it still lacks second line strategies: strategies to 
deal with failing and failed states, poverty, scarcity 
of resources, organised crime, small arms prolifera-
tion, migration etc. These strategies have to reshape 
the problem and formulate a few less concrete goals. 
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27	 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/pr/561/561325/561325en.pdf
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In addition, it is very important that all the instru-
ments of the European Commission, the Council 
and, when possible, those of the Member States and 
the UN are made available, put to use and advan-
tage is taken of their complementary nature. For the 
most part there is no overall policy for an individual 
country and its geographical region.

The current strategic vacuum, however, is not 
just the result of the attitude of the council and the 
commission. The European Parliament and many 
others in business and civil society are also equally 
short-sighted and small-minded. Many of them are 
lobbyists and their relationship with the institutions 
is based exclusively on their own interests. One 
example is the difficulties non-governmental organ-
isations have in deciding their joint position on 
future EU development policy. Some of them favour 
a return to a structure that the commission has 
already abandoned while others want to introduce 
a system of short and medium-term crisis man-
agement. The EU institutions are, however, heavily 
dependent on input from civil society. The European 
Parliament constantly refuses to set priorities and 
have the difficult political debate that is needed: they 
much rather prefer to pass inconsequential resolu-
tions on the hobbyhorses of individual members. 

1) Peace building, conflict prevention 1) Peace building, conflict prevention 
and reconciliationand reconciliation

If you have a successful system of early warning 
and prevention, expensive and politically risky mili-
tary interventions will become obsolete. The 2001 
Swedish Presidency programme that proposed an 
EU conflict prevention policy, however, has never 
been transformed into a practical reality. So far, nei-
ther council nor commission feel responsible for it.

It is a similar story for all the areas connected 
to peace building. This is an area where all kinds of 
short and medium-term activities can be brought 
together in the period immediately following the 
end of violent conflict: intervention, decommis-
sioning, the building of administrative capacity, 
provision of water and food, social reintegration of 
combatants including child soldiers, reconciliation 
and the removal of mines or other ordinance.

For the Greens, the EU needs to do what the UN 
has been doing for a long time: a lot more mediation 
and reconciliation. The EU itself has been a gigantic 
mediation and reconciliation project for its mem-
bers but it has not yet succeeded in translating this 
capacity to the outside world. For mediation to work 
well we need a better early warning system capable 
of recognising global windows of opportunity where 
swift and uncomplicated intervention would work. 
We could then send a team drawn from a pool of 
trained mediation experts but all this has to happen 
at great speed, which would require low admin-
istrative hurdles. One good example is the timely 
intervention in the Aceh conflict in 2005. We should 
have been able to be equally successful in Sri Lanka, 
Georgia and other areas. 

A second function that we need to integrate into 
the EU’s future mediation capacity is the training of 
local mediators. Civil society representatives have 
for years done a similar job but they often have very 
limited financial resources. It pays off to have con-
flict prevention professionals already in the towns 
and villages of areas of tension ready to intervene 
and organise. There is nearly always a violence free 
option but what is often missing is a neutral figure 
or at least a person commanding respect and trust, 
who can create the necessary atmosphere of confi-
dence. 

It is a similar situation in the case of reconcili-
ation work, which is mostly lacking at the EU level. 
Reconciliation work is extremely important if peace 
is to be maintained and further conflict prevented. 
Statistics show that war and armed conflict occur 
where there was previously fighting. There is a high 
rate of fighting reoccurring as not enough investment 
is made in confidence building measures among the 
general population. Reconciliation was successful in 
South Africa and Rwanda. In Sri Lanka and Georgia 
it was not only necessary but would have been just 
as important as the EU’s current observer mission. 
South Ossetia and Georgia need to find some kind 
of modus vivendi for future coexistence. 

2) Human rights once more a priority2) Human rights once more a priority

Although the EU has potentially effective instru-
ments to promote human rights, political decisions 
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made in recent times demonstrate that this is less 
and less of a priority. The human rights clauses 
in third country agreements and the European 
Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights 
(EIDHR) are now treated very much as poor rela-
tions. In addition, there is a growing readiness to 
sacrifice human rights for other interests: one recalls 
the comments of French Foreign Minister Kouchner 
on this topic. As far as we can tell, the application 
of the human rights clause is seldom touched upon 
with third countries even when they are known to 
have substantially violated international norms. The 
EIDHR is so short-staffed that it cannot develop and 
implement any meaningful programmes. 

The battle to have human rights accepted uni-
versally goes on at the global level and here the EU 
lacks a strategy to promote human rights in the UN 
context. The EU Member States, the U.S. along with a 
number of countries from Central and Latin America 
are confronted with a bloc of increasingly aggressive 
countries that includes China and Russia wanting to 
steadily reduce the importance of human rights to 
preserve their national sovereignty. Organisations 
such as the UN Human Rights Committee are used 
by this bloc to give legitimacy to incidents such as 
the Sri Lankan military action against the Tamils. 
Instead of there being increasing support for the 
idea of the right to interfere in a country’s domestic 
affairs under the motto of ‘responsibility to protect’, 
recent events demonstrate that the trend is actually 
in the opposite direction.

Against this background, the EU must prepare 
its strategy for the UN Human Rights Committee 
universal periodic review process in 2011. It must 
therefore ensure that its working groups CONUN28  
and COHOM29 produce a strategy that can be used 
at the review conference to push through a liberal 
and universal interpretation of human rights in the 
face of the opposition bloc described above. Other 
UN members, preferably non-EU countries need 
to be contacted and consulted in good time to get 
agreement on a common strategy. With this in mind, 
it would be expedient to set up a high-level working 
group of the EU, the U.S. and other liberal countries 

dedicated to organising the necessary voting major-
ities ahead of the conference.

3) Ending resources, climate change 3) Ending resources, climate change 
and energy securityand energy security

The European Security Strategy talks about the 
battle against the waste of resources but has there 
ever been any practical policy to address the issue?  
In 2005, the High Representative for the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy, Javier Solana, devel-
oped with the Commission a strategy paper on the 
EU’s external energy policy. Four years later it is still 
unclear as to how we will solve the next disagree-
ment we have with Russia over gas supplies and 
which pipeline we favour for delivery to the EU. As 
to the questions concerning sustainable use of the 
resources in the Arctic and throughout Africa, there 
are even fewer ideas.

From the Green point of view, we can quickly 
say that if we change to renewable energy we will 
no longer have to deal with geostrategic issues con-
cerning pipelines or their blackmail potential. Part 
of the EU’s external energy policy should there-
fore be directed at the development of renewable 
sources in developing countries. The questions con-
cerning resources and climate change, however, go 
beyond decisions on energy carriers. When deciding 
strategies for resources or Africa, the EU will have to 
consider conflict with China, which is now beginning 
to follow Europeans in plundering the continent. 
Part of this strategy must be to readjust the fisheries 
policy. The security problems in Somalia and West 
Sahara are not just the result of civil war, they also 
exist because local fishermen are no longer able 
to make a living in the wake of a disadvantageous 
agreement with the EU and have adopted criminal 
means to make money.

The Greens will also need to measure the EU 
against how successfully it develops a strategy for the 
Arctic. In recent years the U.S., Canada, Russia and 
Norway have been in a race to exploit the resources 
underneath the ever-diminishing ice cap. This also 
has a security dimension as Norway hopes to have 

28	 Council working group for the United Nations.
29	 Working Party on Human Rights.
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NATO support in its increasing number of disputes 
with Russia. The EU therefore needs a strategy that 
sets down exactly what we want and do not want in 
this region. The Greens must act to ensure sustaina-
bility and that the Arctic is protected by a treaty so as 
avoid the damage caused by climate change being 
further intensified by uncontrolled exploitation. 

4) Non-proliferation – we must take Obama’s 4) Non-proliferation – we must take Obama’s 
word for itword for it

One of the few strategies to emerge from the ESS 
is that of nuclear non-proliferation but the problem 
is its vagueness and the fact that, to the present, it 
has had no influence on global negotiations. The 
last commission on the Treaty of Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) failed, partly because 
the countries with nuclear weapons hindered dis-
cussion about reductions in their arsenals. The 
U.S. president has now taken initiative for a global 
reduction in nuclear weapons and put it on the UN 
Security Council agenda. The British prime minis-
ter has also announced that the UK will reduce its 
arsenal. The EU, however, that has a special repre-
sentative for this issue, has remained silent.

The Greens will need to promote discussion on 
the French and British nuclear weapons. If those 
states with weapons send out clear signals about 
reductions this could have an enormous influence 
on states with nuclear ambitions and persuade 
them to abandon risky and expensive experiments 
and programmes. Looking forward to the May 2010 
conference to revise the NPT, there is a second 
important point to consider: we need to remove 
nuclear energy from the remit of the International 
Atomic Energy Organisation so that it is only respon-
sible for combating the spread of nuclear weapons 
and disarmament. We should also campaign for an 
international nuclear fuel bank.

Moreover, there is a need for a strategy to cover 
conventional weapons. The EU has agreed to a global 
Arms Trade Treaty but has done nothing to imple-
ment it. There are similar situations with the fight 
against the use of mines and small arms. The Greens 
must do everything they can to ensure that funding 
for mine clearance (in decline since 2007) flows once 
more and that the Instrument for Stability produces 

and implements measures to tackle the important 
issue of small arms by 2010 at the latest. 

5) Police and military stabilising forces 5) Police and military stabilising forces 

European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) 
has undertaken more than 20 operations in the 
last six years – an impressive number. The majority 
of the missions were welcome. In only a few cases, 
such as in the Congo and Chad, the local political 
situation is so non-transparent that evaluation is 
difficult. With the exception of the so-called battle 
groups, ESDP has made use of just about all the vari-
ous combinations of deployment at its disposal. It is 
now, however, time to take the plunge and set up a 
strategic group. What this means is not an interven-
tion mission but rather a clear delineation of police 
and military instruments in the context of regional 
or whole country strategies. 

One example is Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) 
from where the ALTHEA mission should be with-
drawn as soon as possible. The German defence 
minister in particular has pushed for such a move. 
The EU is present in many forms in BiH: the special 
representative; the commission representation office 
that is working on the Stabilisation and Association 
Agreement, the visa dialogue and preparations for 
eventual membership; part of the office of the spe-
cial representative; the police mission and finally 
the military mission, ALTHEA that serves to guaran-
tee security. All of these functions are not, however, 
integrated into a BiH strategy, onto which Brussels 
has been able to force some kind of order. The coun-
cil presidency has intervened punctually in the case 
of constitutional reform, important in the context of 
membership, whereas this issue did not engage the 
commission. Without committing to any progress in 
the country (i.e. overcoming the constitution set up 
by the Dayton Agreement that causes a good deal 
of political tension) the council has announced an 
early withdrawal of the military mission that would 
have been more useful after constitutional reform 
had had a positive effect. The current dithering only 
serves to increase insecurity for which the real cause 
is the lack of a proper strategy.
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II. New structures for a new foreign policy

With the introduction of the European External 
Action Service (EEAS) the EU has the chance to make 
a real quality leap. The inflexible division between 
diplomacy, military and civilians prevalent in the 
18th century can now be abrogated. An integrated 
foreign policy under the control of civilian politics is 
now within grasp if a number of key issues are taken 
into account.

It is correct that the European Parliament 
demanded that the EEAS be established within the 
commission. This was a negotiating tactic as the 
over-powerful Member States would prefer to see 
the service in the council. If the final result is a sui 
generis entity equally separate from both council 
and commission then we will have already taken a 
significant step. Otherwise there is always the dan-
ger that it just means an expansion of either the 
commission or the council secretariat and this will 
not lead to any improvement in quality.

The Greens would like to see a sui generis model 
because this would generate a greater number of 
new and integrated policies than present structures 
currently do. A new beginning could also make pos-
sible a proper gender architecture, human rights 
mainstreaming and a clear strategy for sustainabil-
ity. The citizens of Europe expect this value added to 
come via the Treaty of Lisbon.

1) A peace building division1) A peace building division

There are currently three people in the commis-
sion working on peace building. This is in contrast 
to the around 200 working in the council on military 
aspects of European Security and Defence Policy 
and the two dozen dealing with civilian aspects. The 
EU cannot, however, just rely on a policy of fire fight-
ing. As we have seen above, it is not just that the EU 
does not have an EU peace building policy; it also 
lacks the necessary structures and personnel.

The Greens in the European Parliament there-
fore, in the spirit of the Brok report30, proposed 

that a unit for Peace Building and Civilian Crisis 
Management be established. Our proposal failed 
to carry by eight votes. But this is not the end of the 
issue as the work on the EEAS continues.

One important function of this unit could be 
that ESDP and civilian operations were planned in 
a coordinated manner under the IfS. Secondly, this 
unit must plan a long-term strategic programme 
together with those responsible for development 
policy. In this fashion we can close the gap between 
medium-term crisis management and long-term 
development aid.

Finally, the peace building unit should have at 
its disposal sufficient capacity to establish a subdi-
vision capable of supporting mediation missions. 
This task force would manage a pool of experts, who 
could be swiftly dispatched as events required. 

2) New training – a foreign affairs academy2) New training – a foreign affairs academy

To date a defence college under the ESDP has 
been established. Some now demand the setting 
up of a peace institute. The European Parliament’s 
report on the EEAS calls for a diplomat academy to 
be set up. To give the EU’s external relations a new 
and integrated image, we have suggested to estab-
lish for all EU actors a common and uniform training 
centre that provides individual courses for specific 
functions. A European value added can only be real-
ised if there is a process of socialisation delivered in 
an interdisciplinary fashion.

3) Strengthen parliamentary control3) Strengthen parliamentary control

With the Treaty of Lisbon the EU must become 
more democratic not less. There are plans to once 
more remove the European Parliament’s demo-
cratic control and right to co-decide on the ESDP 
policy instruments of the so-called Prodi pack-
age. This is unacceptable to the Greens and to the 
European public, for whom Lisbon promised more 
transparency and democracy. A second dimension 
to the measurement of a more democratic Europe is 
whether or not there could be at least a rudimentary 

30	 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/afco/pr/790/790952/790952en.pdf
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parliamentary control on ESDP. Currently, no pro-
posals during the planning stage of ESDP missions 
are presented to the Subcommittee on Security 
and Defence (SEDE) of the European Parliament. 
It is only after decisions have been taken that it is 
informed.

As long as there is no European army, it will be 
the national defence ministries that will control the 
posting of military personnel. This national author-
ity is non-negotiable. The SEDE will never be able 
to take over this function. In the spirit of the Lisbon 
treaty, however, and in the context of ever closer 
political union there needs to be some attempt at 
ensuring the SEDE is notified of operations ahead 
of time. At the very least, one owes it to those 
being sent that everything has been done to gather 
the widest possible support. Secondly, the SEDE 
could, of its own accord, seek to cooperate with the 
national defence ministries and even formalise the 
relationship. Regular exchanges could offset the fre-
quent information gaps and in this manner create a 
mechanism for parliamentary control that was not 
foreseen in the new treaty.

The EP additionally needs to strengthen its con-
trol over existing missions. The defence committee 

must inspect the nature and purpose of these mis-
sions and instigate a wide-ranging debate. 

Conclusion

How far Green priorities in the area of foreign 
and security policy can be achieved can be meas-
ured in the context of the implementation of the 
Treaty of Lisbon. The four content areas and the 
three structural priorities described in this chapter 
are an attempt to utilise Lisbon to achieve a quality 
improvement. 

It is likely that there will be few similar oppor-
tunities in the future for the EU to undertake such 
fundamental reform at the same time as a new 
U.S. administration takes steps to reduce nuclear 
weapons and promote human rights. We need to 
seize these opportunities. What EU foreign policy 
requires is the courage to think and act strategically: 
in an integrated, medium and long-term manner 
free of national competition. The goal is clear: an 
EU that is a global force for peace, development and 
the promotion of human rights. As Kofi Annan put 
it: “There will be no peace without development, no 
development without peace, and neither peace nor 
development without human rights.“
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Enlargement fatigue is doing the rounds at the 
same time as it is claimed that the time of great 
vision in Europe has now passed. Europe is in the 
midst of a crisis, nothing fires enthusiasm and 
politicians and commission officials appear only 
to deal with the day-to-day agenda rather than 
be pro-active. But is this true?  I believe there is a 
vision shared by many and one that spurs me on 
in my political work: the idea that I can look at the 
map of Europe and no longer see any blank spaces 
in the middle of the continent, people from south-
east Europe can finally come and participate in our 
youth activities without needing a visa and Europe 
will never again see divided cities or countries. I 
would like to see the word ‘Europe’ no longer auto-
matically associated with the West and Christianity 
but one whose meaning is enriched by the addition 
of a reformed Turkey. 

Visions rarely evolve easily into reality and cer-
tainly never from one day to the next. As important 
as they are for long-term planning and for inspiring 
the necessary passion that politics in general and 
the Europe project in particular requires, visions 
need to be broken down into concrete political 
goals that one can work towards. The question 
is therefore how we can have a more active and 
‘greener’ European Union enlargement policy in 
the coming years. 

No final product

From the beginning, the EU was an open project 
with neither a strictly defined institutional structure 
nor geographical limits. Integration and enlarge-
ment are inevitably bound together and run in 
parallel. What began as an experiment between a 
small number of states became ever more success-
ful and therefore increasingly attractive to others. 

The EU has grown continuously and to the present 
has successfully managed a number of enlarge-
ments. The negotiations were often accompanied 
by political opposition of varying hues both in the 
Member States and the aspirant countries. There 
were concerns about economic and financial effects, 
crises about identity focussing on a perceived loss 
of national independence or cultural individual-
ity. There was strong opposition to the entry of 
the United Kingdom, especially from France, as 
Charles de Gaulle feared France  would lose its lead-
ing role. The UK finally entered the then European 
Community (EC) in 1973 during the first round of 
enlargement. A few years later another applicant 
country sparked a new wave of discussion – this time 
it was Greece. Many Member States were suspicious 
of a country just emerging from a military dicta-
torship and its tense relations with Turkey caused 
many to fear that they had brought a cuckoo into the 
European nest. 

Each round of enlargement has changed the 
shape of the EU (or the EC, respectively). This is a 
good thing and part of the attraction of the European 
idea. New cultures, languages and traditions were 
added and new political coalitions emerged in 
the council. There were regular fights about the 
distribution of structural and other funds as the 
constellations of rich and poor nations shifted. Each 
enlargement also changed the new Member States 
as they became more ‘EUropean’, not just because 
they were subject to the same legislation but also 
because it was now normal to have the right to travel, 
live and work anywhere in the EU. Unfortunately, 
some countries like Germany make an exception to 
this and still limit the rights of citizens from the new 
eastern Member States to seek employment in their 
economies. 

10. SKA KELLER31 

Enlargement fatigue? – No thank you!

31	 With Anna Cavazzini.
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32	 See  Art 6 § 1 Treaty on European Union.

History has shown how successful enlargement has 
been. We all know the story of Ireland that rose from being 
one of Europe’s poverty stricken rural backwaters to a 
model of economic success. A few years later, the acces-
sion of Spain and Portugal was an important factor in 
overthrowing dictatorships and establishing the rule of 
law and democracy. Certainly the most symbolic was the 
eastern enlargement in 2004 that brought an end to dec-
ades of division in Europe. 

Sound reasons for an active enlargement policy

Despite internal problems and lack of interest on the 
part of its population, the EU has not lost its attractiveness 
to its neighbours. But what is the logic of bringing more 
states into the EU?  The EU stands for peace, freedom and 
political stability and it is for this reason that it is not only 
desirable, but also necessary to enlarge it so that increasing 
numbers of people can share these values. Enlargement 
makes sense even looking at it from an EU point of view. 
We have structures that guarantee democracy and the rule 
of law, factors that can be exported to neighbouring coun-
tries that will in turn increase the stability and security of 
the EU. Aside from a political perspective, the communica-
tion strategies of the commission and the Member States 
also concentrate on economic factors when trying to per-
suade their citizens of the advantages of bringing new 
members into the Union. A large internal market – within 
a clear political and institutional framework – will offer 
better economic opportunities to producers and custom-
ers as well as employers and employees. The famous four 
freedoms – free movement of goods, services, capital and 
people – will be extended over a larger area and will bring 
economic prosperity to more individuals. Personally, I 
would like to see the EU apply higher standards (applica-
ble to all Member States) in more areas, especially those 
concerning environment and social policy. 

How do you join the club?

The EU operates in the same manner as any club, in 
that its members have to observe its rules; and the Union 
has a number of criteria that accession countries need to 
meet. Membership of the EU is linked to the fulfilment of 
clearly defined requirements so that the ‘new ones’ are 
able to participate in common policy areas and the sin-

gle market. This accession conditionality is the EU’s most 
powerful instrument to help forge and speed up the dem-
ocratic and legal reforms in third countries. 

The initial requirement to be a candidate for the EU is 
acceptance of its basic principles: “The Union is founded 
on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law, 
principles which are common to the Member States32.” 

Any ‘European country’ sharing these principles is free 
to apply for membership. The definition as to what con-
stitutes ‘European’ is left open to interpretation. It is clear 
that what is meant by this is not a geographical definition 
but rather one based on political and cultural factors and 
includes at least those who are members of the Council of 
Europe. 

It was only in 1993, with the Copenhagen criteria, 
that the EU defined exactly what conditions accession 
countries would be required to meet. On the political 
side, they need to demonstrate an institutional stability 
capable of guaranteeing democracy and the rule of law, 
recognition of human rights as well as the rights and pro-
tection of minorities. The economic dimension requires a 
functioning market economy and the so-called acquis cri-
terion ensures that the whole of EU law is transposed into 
national law and fully implemented. In order for acces-
sion negotiations to begin, the political criteria must have 
already been met. 

The EU uses the experience gained in previous rounds 
of enlargement and is continually developing its policies. 
In the course of its negotiations with Rumania and Bulgaria 
a number of extra conditions were introduced specifically 
geared to these two countries that, for example, empha-
sised the necessity of reform of the judicial system. In 
addition, the EU’s new enlargement strategy concentrates 
on the ‘three c’s’: consolidation; conditionality and com-
munication. The central plank of the strategy remains the 
conditionality described above. Consolidation refers to 
securing and implementing membership obligations and 
communication is to ensure that the public is fully behind 
accession. Recently, the commission has developed a new 
system of benchmarking that makes the opening and clos-
ing of the various negotiation chapters dependent on the 
attainment of specific standards (or benchmarks). This is 
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also to speed up the accession countries’ ability to 
implement the new legislation. Before accession, 
there are often years of strategies to introduce and 
encourage reform to make a country ‘ready for 
Europe’. In 2007, the large number of instruments for 
use in specific areas was replaced by the Instrument 
of Pre-Accession Assistance to channel, in a system-
atic way, the financial aid destined for (potential) 
accession countries. 

The priorities of the EU and the Member States 
concerning applicant (and potential applicant) 
countries are very different. The application of 
Iceland would appear to be undisputed by the EU 
with the exception of the demand by some Member 
States that there is compensation for the small inves-
tors who lost out when Iceland’s banks collapsed. The 
countries of the Western Balkans have had a number 
of indications that they could apply for EU member-
ship but any advance in their applications largely 
depends on their own efforts and the rate of reform 
in the different countries varies widely. In contrast 
to the clear promise of membership made to the 
Western Balkans, Turkey’s prospects, regardless of its 
reforms and its 40 year association agreement, seem 
to be ever diminishing in the face of opposition from 
the German and French governments. What is clear 
is that Turkey could only complete negotiations in 
2014 at the earliest after there has been agreement 
on the new financial framework. To date, no country 
has had to meet such strict membership conditions. 

Green fundamentals

Each round of enlargement also throws up new 
questions: how far does the EU stretch?  What does it 
mean to be European?  If we continue to take in new 
members, will this be detrimental to the functioning 
of EU institutions and further integration?

My central point is that the boundaries of the EU 
should not be fixed beforehand and that the open-
ness of the European project should continue to be 
one of its fundamental principles. It is misleading 
to use enlargement as grounds for a debate about 
Europe’s borders. This only leads to a debate that 
focuses on those states less ‘welcome’ than others 
and shifts the arguments away from objective criteria 
to arbitrariness. Each round of enlargement must be 

open and honest and gauging the ‘Europe readiness’ 
of individual countries should be done according 
to the same criteria not according to whether or 
not they are culturally in step with us. The EU must 
name an accession date when all the criteria have 
been fulfilled. A hesitant and untrustworthy EU that 
adopts stalling tactics during negotiations will play 
right into the hands of those against reform in the 
applicant countries and provoke frustration and dis-
appointment. 

At the same time, it is also important that enlarg-
ing the EU is not used against internal reform and 
that instead of more integration a free trade zone 
plus is established, as a number of EU heads of gov-
ernment unfortunately desire. On the other hand, 
it would be fatal to use EU reforms as a precondi-
tion for letting in new members. This would be a 
gift for enlargement opponents, as the position of 
the CDU in Germany on Turkey has already dem-
onstrated. The newly introduced absorption and 
suspension clauses that could lead to negotiations 
being suspended if the EU’s integration process is 
endangered or the applicant country violates the 
Union’s fundamental principles should not be used 
for selfish political reasons or as an excuse to block 
negotiations. The reform of the institutions must 
actively continue, as a Union of 30 can naturally not 
function in the same manner as one of 15 members. 
Both processes need to proceed in tandem other-
wise one derides the applicant countries. Frankly, is 
it the aspirant country’s fault, if the EU cannot man-
age to reform itself?  The inclusion clause specifically 
designed to ensure that, should negotiations with 
Turkey fail, the country would still have the closest 
association possible with the EU, is, from one point 
of view, a positive development. On the other hand, 
it opens the door to those, who would prefer a privi-
leged partnership to full membership. In addition, 
it begs the question, why should Turkey of all coun-
tries need such a clause and why would one assume 
that it will be unable to fulfil all the necessary mem-
bership requirements?  

The European Parliament and enlargement

The European Parliament, the only directly 
elected EU body does not have such a strong role 
in the accession process as democratic legitimacy 



68                                                                                        THE CLASS OF 2009 GREEN VISIONS FOR EUROPE                                             

33	 Decision of the European Parliament on the Commission Communication on its 2005 Enlargement Strategy 
(2005/2206(INI).

34	 Decision of the European Parliament 10 July 2008 on the Commission Communication on its 2007 Enlargement 
Strategy (2007/2271(INI)).

would demand. The commission conducts the 
negotiations and the Member States are the gate-
keepers when it comes to deciding when to open 
and close chapters. This is particularly noticeable 
when France for example blocks chapters in the 
negotiations with Turkey. 

Nevertheless, the parliament, with its Committee 
on Foreign Affairs taking the lead, is quick to com-
ment and oversees the work of the commission. 
An absolute parliamentary majority is required to 
approve any enlargement. Members of the EP follow 
the reform process in the candidate countries with 
critical but constructive suggestions and there is a 
constant dialogue with the parliaments in the appli-
cant countries. For example, there is the committee 
that brings together representatives from the EP and 
the Turkish parliament, led on the European side by 
the French Green, Hélène Flautre. As the EP, along 
with the council is responsible for the approval of 
the EU budget and hence the financial aspects of 
enlargement, it is important for the other institu-
tions that it is involved in the enlargement process 
from the very beginning. 

Early on, during the enlargement process to 
the east, the EP spoke in favour of a wide-ranging 
enlargement strategy that allowed for a flexible eval-
uation system based on individual progress. In a 2006 
decision33, the EP repeated its strong support for the 
continuation of the enlargement process, demanded 
close multilateral relations between the EU and the 
applicant states and reminded the Commission of 
its obligations to these countries. From the Green 
point of view, this paper took the wrong direction 
in one area. It signalled, with its emphasis on the 
EU’s absorption capacity, that the European boat 
was almost full. The EP was even more circumspect 
the following year in another opinion on enlarge-
ment34 concerning the EU’s geostrategic interests, 
in which emphasis was given to the EU’s ability for 
further expansion and demanded that each round of 
enlargement should be followed by a consolidation 
phase. This demonstrates that the Greens must exert 

more influence if the EP is not to act as a break on 
the process – particularly now that the conservatives 
are in the majority. 

Priorities for the coming years

The process of enlargement needs to be moved 
forward actively. The first task is to support those 
countries next in line for EU membership in their 
reform efforts. The Greens in the EP must continue 
to represent the interests of these states, as they have 
no legal voice at European level. It must be empha-
sised that the Greens, in the context of enlargement 
to the east, were always the most enthusiastic sup-
porters of the acceptance of new members and they 
continue to be so. In spite of this, they have lost out 
politically, as the new eastern members have sent 
representatives to the EP that have joined all politi-
cal groups, except the Greens. 

The EU has a special responsibility to the coun-
tries of the Western Balkans. Binding them to the EU 
will bring stability and counteract any return to the 
crisis situation of the 1990s. These countries, how-
ever, are at very different stages in the process of 
meeting EU requirements, ranging from the model 
pupil Croatia to the de facto divided Bosnia and 
Herzegowina (BiH). The EU needs to ensure that, 
in meeting membership criteria, no further division 
is created in the region as the simplification of visa 
procedure has done with some countries receiving 
more preferential treatment. Care must be taken that 
economic integration in the region is not brought 
to a standstill when one or a number of countries 
achieve EU membership. 

The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM) needs to be given a date for the begin-
ning of accession negotiations as soon as possible. 
The country has made progress and the dispute 
with Greece over its name should not be used as an 
excuse to block the process. Civil society needs to 
receive more support in Serbia, as it is an important 
factor in the critical efforts to overcome recent his-
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tory. There also needs to be more effort to diminish 
nationalist and revisionist forces that could, in turn, 
spur the government to better cooperation with the 
International Court for the former Yugoslavia, a fun-
damental condition for EU application. The lack of 
progress in BiH demonstrates that the carrot of EU 
accession is not attractive enough to generate the 
necessary reform when real prospects of member-
ship lie far into the future. The priorities for BiH 
in the next few years should first of all ensure that 
they are not left alone to deal with their problems. 
Secondly, we should encourage dialogue to show 
how they can tackle the necessary reform needed to 
free the country from the Dayton dilemma and steer 
them onto the path leading to EU membership. 

The focus of my work on enlargement in the 
coming years will be Turkey. I would like to help 
remove the current prejudice about the country 
and encourage a new debate in the EU and dialogue 
with Turkey. Ignorance is often the root cause of fear 
and this is frequently evident in the current debate 
in the EU about Turkey. One way of getting a new 
debate going that is different to what there has been 
in the past, is the involvement of young people. I am 
particularly in favour of bringing young people in 
Turkey and the EU together particularly by means of 
youth exchanges with Germany. The many people in 
Germany of Turkish origin will also need to play their 
part in this process. They could act as a bridgehead 
between the two communities and ambassadors for 
transmitting a different picture of Turkey that would 
lead to more acceptance in Germany. I would also 
like to promote civil society and the green move-
ment in Turkey so as to move the reform process 
forward. To this end, Yesiller, the Turkish Greens, 
need to receive more practical support and be 
brought closer to the European Green Party. 

A successful integration of Turkey will result in 
many opportunities for the EU. Turkey can provide 
a special bridge to the Islamic world and act as a 
prime example of how Islam and democracy can be 
combined. Such an image will send a signal to the 
Islamic world and free the EU from its ‘Christian club 
image’. Of course, Turkey will have to fulfil all the 
accession requirements, just as any applicant coun-
try, and this will include issues ranging from Cyprus 
to the protection of human and citizens’ rights. The 

necessary reforms must not simply exist on paper. 
They must be properly implemented, a fact that cur-
rently seems to pose problems in some areas. The 
process of reform in Turkey is a prime example as to 
how important it is that negotiations be conducted 
in an honest manner: the accession process and 
constructive criticism will strengthen and support 
the forces in favour of reform in Turkey. When, how-
ever, European politicians make it clear that they 
are against Turkish membership, this undermines 
reform efforts and only serves to increase the influ-
ence of those who oppose the social and political 
changes that have taken place in recent years (think 
Armenia, democracy and civil society). 

All potential accession countries need to have 
better opportunities to participate in EU activities 
before they join, including the adoption of some 
EU legislation. They could, for example, join in 
youth programmes or areas dealing with research 
and the environment. One innovation is the Energy 
Community with its own regulations already 
exported to third countries before negotiations even 
begin – although from the Greens’ point of view 
there needs to be more emphasis on renewable 
energy sources. In the context of such cooperation, 
countries need to have some kind of role in decision 
making before accession in order to give EU policies 
greater legitimacy with those country’s populations 
and ensure that the process is not just one for the 
elites but one in which all citizens can partake. Above 
all, people need to be actively encouraged towards 
the EU, but this will require the dismantling of travel 
restrictions. Even within the EU, more people need 
to be brought on board to ensure and strengthen the 
acceptance of enlargement policy. Europe’s citizens 
have the right to transparency and should be able 
to understand why enlargement is important for all 
concerned. 

The bottom line

In the next five years, the Greens must actively 
pursue these goals. At the end of this legislative 
period, I would like to see at least some of them 
achieved: Croatia, FYROM and Iceland could 
already be members of the Union, the other Balkan 
states would have become candidates and Turkey 
could well be about to negotiate its final chapters. 
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Ska Keller (1981) was elected to the European Parliament in June 2009 and is a 
member of the Committee on Development, a substitute member of the Committee 
on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs and a member of the Turkey delegation. 
In 2002, she joined the local branch of Bündnis 90/Die Grünen in the Spree-
Neiße district becoming its leader in 2005. From 2005 to 2009 she chaired the 
Brandenburg Executive Committee and was spokesperson for women’s affairs. Ska 
Keller is also a member of the party’s special commission on right wing extremism. 
She has been a member of the Green youth movement since 2001 and held office 

as executive board member. Until 2007 she was spokesperson of the Federation of Young European 
Greens (FYEG). Ska Keller studied Islam, Turkish Culture and Judaism. She speaks English, French, 
Spanish, Turkish, Arabic, Ottoman and Old Turkish.

Discussions in the EU will then concentrate on 
Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova. Support for Turkey’s 
membership will have grown and the Greens will be 

represented in the Turkish parliament. I hope that 
by then the expression ‘enlargement fatigue’ will 
have disappeared from EU vocabulary. 
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With an expected 53.4 billion euros dedicated 
to development policy in 2009, the European Uni-
on and its Member States are the largest donor in 
terms of Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
worldwide. In 2005, they committed themselves to 
assigning 0.56% and 0.7% of GDP to ODA in 2010 
and 2015, respectively. Being in such a position 
should not, however, keep us from questioning 
our actions and their efficiency. Due to historical 
and structural reasons, European development 
policy has not been very successful during the last 
50 years. It has not been able to reduce poverty 
and hunger significantly. Some developing coun-
tries facing the ‘paradox of plenty’ are even poo-
rer than before: they are rich in natural resources 
but have achieved lower growth on average than 
other countries over the past 40 years. Elsewhere, 
the modest progress that has been made is now 
endangered by the global financial crisis and cli-
mate change. The time has come to ask ourselves 
– in the light of our successes and failures – what 
constitutes fair, coherent and fruitful develop-
ment cooperation. Hopefully, as Greens, we can 
grasp the opportunity presented by parliamenta-
ry reports and the current crisis to start an honest 
and vital debate on development policy: its goals, 
funding and the coherence of our external poli-
cies in relation to it.

Post-colonialism 

After 50 years, European development po-
licy has achieved rather paltry results. In many 
countries, the people have been relegated to a 
permanent state of material deprivation and de-
bilitating poverty. Amongst the recipients of the 
roughly 50 billion euros annual ODA, few mira-
cles have taken place and for a very good reason: 
not all donor country policies were meant to im-
prove the standard of living of these populations. 
Launched in the 1960s, mainly toward the coun-
tries which would later form the African, Caribbean 

and Pacific Group of States (ACP), European de-
velopment policy has been formulated more as a 
prolongation of the colonial ties, endangered by 
the creation of the European Economic Commu-
nity, than real development cooperation aimed at 
giving autonomy to former colonies. As a conse-
quence, European development policy has been 
formulated on a ‘post-colonialist’ basis, keeping 
developing countries in a state of perverse depen-
dence on what used to be the ‘mother country’. 
For the Member States, integrating into the then 
Common market would, in any case, have com-
promised the well established colonial system. 
In return for small concessions in the form of 
development policy, there was continued privi-
leged access to the developing countries’ natural 
resources and markets. What could have been a 
means for southern countries to disconnect from 
an insidious bilateral aid tool has been used to 
make them even more dependent. Fortunately, 
the heavily criticised ‘tied aid’, by means of which 
Member States financed development projects on 
condition that their own companies were awar-
ded the contracts (thus using their own services 
and goods), has been progressively abandoned. 
Development was thus not only a way to keep 
poor countries dependent but it also allowed an 
increase in donor country GDP. Even though de-
veloping country political leaders must also bear 
some of the responsibility for this poor state of af-
fairs, they can also be considered victims of a hy-
pocritical policy that intrinsically bore the seeds 
of its own failure.

Aggressive trade policy

The schizophrenic attitude of the EU also ex-
plains the inefficiency of its development poli-
cies. Used mainly as an alibi, development policy 
has never been considered a priority. As a conse-
quence, when implementing other EU policies, no 
consideration was given to the effects this might 

10. EVA JOLY 

Toward a more efficient development policy
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have on development aid. In 1993, the Maastricht 
treaty clearly stated that the EU should take into 
account development cooperation objectives – 
sustainable development and poverty eradicati-
on – in other policies that impact on developing 
countries. EU policy, however, often contradicts 
development goals, most obviously in the areas of 
trade, fisheries and agriculture. Thus, EU develop-
ment policy has been seriously undermined by its 
aggressive trade policy, especially the Global Eu-
rope Strategy launched in 2006 that aims to obtain 
unrestrained access to raw materials. Although 
free trade is frequently touted as a means to in-
ject wealth into and spur progress in developing 
countries, it can actually have the opposite effect. 
In fact, the EU pursuit of swift market liberalisa-
tion in these countries has been detrimental to 
their social and economic development. This po-
licy endangers their food security by progressively 
destroying local farming communities that can-
not compete with massively subsidised imports 
from the EU. The numerous bilateral free trade 
agreements such as the Economic Partnership 
Agreements have failed to undertake proper as-
sessments on their impact on development objec-
tives. The loss of tax income due to liberalisation 
(because taxes are no longer imposed on imports) 
has never been considered but the consequences 
are far from being negligible for developing coun-
try budgets. On the one hand, EU countries are 
still massively exporting to developing countries 
and thereby destabilising their weak markets. 
On the other hand, they counterbalance the da-
maging impacts of their external policies through 
development aid to relieve their conscience. EU 
fishing policy provides another example. Many 
developing countries suffer from over-fishing by 
massive and much more efficient European boats. 
This threatens local fishermen's jobs, food securi-
ty and fish resources but there is a lack of political 
will to get this issue under control. 

Lack of policy coherence

The European Investment Bank (EIB) is 
another matter of concern in terms of policy co-
herence. The financing of some projects is some-
times in contradiction to EU development policy 
as in the case of Zambia. Between 2000 and 2006, 

the EU allocated money from the European Fund 
for Development (EFD) for a diversification pro-
gramme to help the country move out of the tra-
ditional mining sectors that provide few jobs and 
are environmentally harmful. At the same time, 
the projects funded in Zambia by the EIB through 
the EFD were exclusively (i.e. 100% of the gran-
ted loans) focused on the opening or expansion 
of copper mines. 

Another explanation for the relative failure of 
EU development policy could be the fragmenta-
tion of measures and the scattering of available 
funding. Development policy is a ‘shared parallel 
competence’. This means that the EU implements 
a fully autonomous policy in parallel to the auto-
nomous policies of the Member States. The latter 
allocate about 50 billion euros to development 
aid that is managed by 27 different bilateral co-
operation agencies and the European Commissi-
on, which is in charge of 1/7 of the total. A recent 
study from the commission has estimated that the 
annual cost of the ‘non-EU’ component in the co-
operation sector is five to seven billion euros and 
this is due to bad coordination, duplication of ac-
tions etc (about 10 to 13% of Official Development 
Assistance). For the EU to act in a coherent way, a 
clear mandate from the Member States is essen-
tial as are designated and appropriate resources 
to support the EU’s external actions. A centralised 
and common development policy would be chea-
per and more efficient.

During the coming years, the problem of 
identifying funding will increase. A recent Euro-
barometer poll on development aid shows that 
90% of European citizens believe that develop-
ment is important and 72% of them want EU aid 
commitments to developing countries to be ho-
noured or even surpassed. In reality, the EU is far 
from being generous. Facing the consequences 
of the financial crisis such as unemployment and 
decline in growth in their own countries, Member 
States are keen to demonstrate to their taxpayers 
that every single euro is used properly. Whereas, 
over the past years tens of trillions of euros have 
been committed to bail out financial institutions, 
ODA is the first policy to be ‘re-appreciated’ when 
financial resources are lacking. The European 
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Commissioner Karl de Gucht admitted recently 
that EU collective ODA would increase to 53.4 
billion euros in 2009 (0.44%) and to 58.7 billion 
euros in 2010 (0.48%). This means that despite the 
collective commitment of the European Union 
and its Member States to assign 0.56% and 0.7% 
of GDP to ODA in 2010 and 2015, respectively, 
the collective targets for 2010 will not be achie-
ved, unless additional steps are taken to fulfil in-
dividual targets. Unfortunately, aid from certain 
Member States has already decreased.

ODA+

Another topic on which the Greens should 
focus is the ‘ODA+’ concept. The European Com-
mission proposes to count foreign direct invest-
ment, remittances and technology transfers as 
part of ODA. While it is indeed laudable for go-
vernments to try to encourage these flows, they 
cannot claim responsibility for their impact, nor 
can they demonstrate that the flows have deve-
lopment as their primary purpose or effect. In ad-
dition to undermining the definition of ODA and 
its focus on poverty eradication, this move would 
serve as an excuse for delaying the EU roadmap 
target of 0.56% in 2010 and 0.7% in 2015. This in-
itiative might be used to make it easier for Member 
States to fulfil their ODA commitments, which are 
already falling dramatically behind in the wake of 
the global crisis. It could also lead to the privatisa-
tion of development assistance, something to be 
avoided at all costs.

As European development policy has had 
constantly decreasing funding and because of 
its rather hypocritical and inefficient character, 
massive structural reform is necessary. A necessi-
ty greatly increased by the global economic crisis 
and the impact of climate change, both of which 
seriously affect the poorest countries.

Financial crisis

The consequences of the financial crisis for 
developed countries cannot be denied. It has 
been, however, much more dramatic for develo-
ping countries as they had not been able to reco-
ver from the effects of the previous food shortage 

crisis and rising oil prices. The global financial 
crisis may ruin a decade of economic growth and 
hinder the modest progress made by some develo-
ping countries in the reduction of extreme pover-
ty. Whereas the achievement of the eight United 
Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDG) 
due in 2015 had already been in question before 
the crisis, it would now appear to be impossible, 
especially in Sub-Saharan Africa. The first MDG, 
the eradication of extreme poverty and hunger, 
is severely threatened. According to the UN in 
2009, 55 to 99 million more people will live in ex-
treme poverty than was estimated before the cri-
sis. Chronic hunger will rise to impact more than 
1 billion people. A huge decline in growth in the 
developing countries is also expected. According 
to estimates, GDP growth in developing countries 
will be a quarter of what had previously been anti-
cipated. For developing countries growth for 2009 
is likely to be 1.6% on average, compared to 8.1% 
in 2006-2007. In 50 developing countries, GDP 
per capita is expected to decline.

Climate change

In addition to the global crisis, developing 
countries face another burden as a direct con-
sequence of climate change, the cost of which 
they cannot sustain. According to the experts on 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
developing countries – especially small insular 
states – are the first victims of climate change. 
African countries, whose economies are already 
precarious, are hardest hit, despite being the least 
responsible for the problem. Indeed, per capita 
greenhouse gas emissions in the world's least de-
veloped countries are almost negligible. Around 
100 countries, most of them poor, account for 
only 3% of global emissions. They have contribut-
ed least to climate change but are facing its most 
severe consequences due to their geographical 
vulnerability, heavy dependence on the primary 
sector (agriculture and fisheries) and limited in-
frastructure for dealing with climate change im-
pact, with the poorest part of the population being 
disproportionately affected. Economic losses due 
to climate change – of which 90% are borne by 
developing countries – currently amount to more 
than 84.2 billion euros a year; this means twice 
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the annual European ODA. They could reach 400 
billion euros a year by 2030. This makes climate 
change another major threat to the realisation of 
the MDG since the developing countries face extra 
costs for measures to combat this threat. Availab-
le money might well not be used for social, educa-
tion or health programmes thus endangering de-
velopment. In donor countries, on the eve of the 
Copenhagen conference in December 2009, there 
is a strong temptation to divert the funds origi-
nally earmarked for development aid to climate 
change policy. Given the high stakes involved, aid 
should be increased not diverted. The future of 
ODA is at stake. We will have to ensure that there 
is new financial support to reduce the effects of 
climate change in developing countries that is 
additional to the already promised development 
funds aimed at eradicating extreme hunger and 
poverty. All European poverty reduction strate-
gies, projects and programmes for the attainment 
of  MDG will have to integrate adaptation and 
mitigation aspects into their efforts to combat cli-
mate change. Without strong global support for 
this, none of the MDG will be achieved within the 
foreseen time frame.

In addition to its financial costs, climate 
change has also dramatic human costs. It has al-
ready pushed over 12 million people into poverty 
and 20 million more will sink into poverty by 2030. 
Climate change also causes population displace-
ment. Thus, a recent Oxfam report calculates that 
26 million people have already been forced to mi-
grate because of climate change and other forms 
of environmental degradation. By the middle of 
this century, such environmental refugees could 
number 200 million. Considering that most mi-
grants move to adjoining countries this might 
well result in the destabilisation of countries al-
ready hit by extreme poverty and conflicts due to 
climate change or war. These forced migrations 
will have to be adequately addressed by the inter-
national community. During the coming years, in 
addition to the support we will have to provide to 
avoid such serious situations, we will also have to 
identify and address the legal shortfall that exists 
with respect to the protection of climate change 
refugees and initiate specific assistance and pro-
tection systems.

Radical policy reform

There is an urgent need for radical policy re-
form to address the systemic causes of the food 
and financial crises and for putting in place new 
democratic and transparent regulations for in-
ternational trade and the international financial 
system. In addition, massive supplementary and 
additional funds are urgently required. Unfortu-
nately, the financial crisis and the first effects of 
climate change have not only generated tremend-
ous extra costs in developing countries. Develo-
ped countries’ budgets dedicated to ODA have 
also seen reductions just at the moment when 
they are of critical importance. One of our main 
tasks will be to convince the Member States that, 
despite the ongoing crisis, they should not only 
maintain but even increase their contributions 
to ODA. The objective to devote 0.56% of GDP for 
development aid in 2010 has to be a top priority. 
Maintained or increased ODA, however, cannot 
be considered a long-term solution. Although, 
international aid – the only ‘sure’ source of finan-
cing – is absolutely crucial, developing countries 
should not depend on this inadequate source. The 
current crisis only serves to emphasise the neces-
sity for reform. New forms of both development 
cooperation and funding have to be explored.

In this context, the EU has to reconsider se-
riously its damaging external and agricultural 
policies. At the same time, developing countries 
more than ever need to free themselves from in-
adequate foreign aid. Putting an end to tax havens 
and helping developing countries consolidate 
their fiscal administration could be seen as a step 
toward independent and long-term develop-
ment.

As stressed earlier, poor countries are deeply 
affected by aggressive EU external policies. Ful-
ly liberalised trade would be damaging for their 
development. A radical policy change is therefore 
needed. Development policy has to shift from free 
trade solutions towards a ‘greener’ approach. Fair, 
equitable, coherent, socially and environmental-
ly sound policies must replace the current ‘free 
trade only’ policy.
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A first step to fair and efficient development 
cooperation would be to stop invading develo-
ping countries’ local markets with subsidised pro-
ducts and help them develop these markets with 
globally agreed protection measures. Indeed, if 
traded products were produced closer to whe-
re consumers live, it would not only reduce the 
long-distance movement of goods contributing to 
climate change, it would create the conditions for 
local development through which, among other 
positive consequences, jobs would be created.

Not only must there be an end to the Euro-
pean strategy of broad and free access to develo-
ping countries’ markets, there is also an urgent 
need to upgrade the role of agriculture in deve-
lopment strategies. For most African, Caribbean 
and Pacific (ACP) countries, agriculture is a vital 
economic sector. It provides food, employment, 
and income. In ACP countries 60% of all employ-
ment is in the agricultural sector. Despite the fact 
that the majority of the poor live in rural areas, 
neither national governments nor EU develop-
ment cooperation policy give priority to this vital 
sector. In the 9th European Development Fund 
for ACP countries, only 1% was dedicated to ag-
riculture. Instead of being encouraged to produce 
for their local market, ACP countries are pushed 
to produce for the international market and im-
port subsidised food staples from rich countries 
for domestic consumption. In Cameroon for ex-
ample, 87% of rice is imported – to the detriment 
of local producers. EU export subsidies for agri-
cultural goods must be eliminated and develo-
ping countries should have the ability to protect 
their markets to maintain local farming commu-
nities and ensure domestic food supplies.

The External Action Service established by 
the Lisbon treaty will be set up in the near future. 
The place dedicated to the General Directorate 
for Development and its attribution will provide a 
valuable clue on how the EU development policy 
will be considered. Either it will be a real policy, 
with both poverty alleviation and population wel-
fare as a major concern; or it will be another ex-
ternal policy tool for the EU to achieve economic 
and political success.

Taxes

Developing countries’ needs are increasing in 
inverse proportion to the funding available. Thus, 
some new sources have to be explored. The oldest 
means for governments to raise money – taxes – 
could be the long-term solution for poor coun-
tries. Eradicating tax havens, reinforcing budge-
tary control and widening taxable incomes could 
be one of the solutions to allocate more money to 
development policies.

Considering what is at stake, a tax on financial 
transactions – the Tobin Tax – could be part of the 
answer, since profits from capital are insufficient-
ly taxed. According to recent estimates, a charge 
of 0.005% on each transaction – 5 cents for a 1000 
euros transaction – might raise 30 billion euros 
annually, which could then be used to redress the 
balance. It would be a very welcome source that 
could be used either for development policies or 
for a climate change adaptation and mitigation 
fund. The task of collecting these taxes could be 
entrusted to central banks or any other nationally 
responsible organ. Recently re-launched by the 
French Foreign Affairs Minister Bernard Kouch-
ner and mentioned in European Parliament re-
solutions, this first step towards an international 
tax system would be more than welcome and de-
serves to be discussed at international level in the 
coming years.

As dramatic as the current financial, econo-
mic and social crisis may be, it has, nevertheless, 
contributed to increasing public debate on tax ha-
vens. Citizens are now aware that the reality of tax 
havens is far less simplistic, romantic and distant 
than the sunny paradise island cliché we gene-
rally associate with them. Tax havens have huge 
repercussions on citizens’ daily lives. In providing 
facilities to circumvent national legislation they 
first impact on the stability of the global financial 
system, then facilitate international crime by ma-
king money laundering possible and lastly they 
weaken taxation systems both in developed and 
developing countries. Tax havens provide major 
corporations and wealthy individuals with oppor-
tunities to escape tax obligations by offering low 
or no tax regimes for non-residents or companies 
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doing business outside their jurisdiction. Thus, 
they deprive developed countries of tax revenues 
therefore threatening public services and econo-
mic infrastructure. Even worse, they represent a 
real obstacle to poverty reduction in developing 
countries. Instead of using resources to create 
economic opportunity for the general populati-
on, elites divert money to bank accounts in tax 
havens, this being the best way to protect money 
acquired illegally from crime, corruption and/or 
misappropriation of ODA, natural resources and 
government budgets. Tax havens incite over-fis-
hing; deforestation and overexploitation of natu-
ral resources in a general manner. Around 700 to 
800 billion dollars, 80% of the loans contracted by 
African countries have thus been diverted by their 
leaders to offshore accounts. 

According to the Tax Justice Network, the esti-
mated size of funds held in tax havens by indivi-
duals was 11-12 trillion dollars in 2004. This cor-
responds to an annual loss of tax revenue of about 
250 billion dollars. That is to say: five times what 
the World Bank estimated to be the finance nee-
ded to achieve the UN Millennium Development 
Goals! 30% of Sub-Saharan African GDP is annu-
ally diverted thanks to the use of tax havens, tax 
evasion and illicit capital flight. In the mid 1990’s, 
capital flight was estimated to be 274 billion dol-
lars, or 145% of the entire debt of these countries.

The time would now appear to be right to as-
sist development through the eradication of tax 
havens. The UN General Assembly itself recognis-
ed in a report assessing the path to Doha in Au-
gust 2007 that “there is growing recognition that 
international cooperation in combating tax evasi-
on is not only indispensable in the fight against in-
ternational crime and terrorism, but also that such 
cooperation could actually constitute an innovati-
ve source of finance for development by reducing 
revenue leakage35.” The money we need to achie-
ve the MDG by 2015 is available. We just need a 
strong political will from the European Union, its 
Member States and the U.S. government to tackle 
these unfair and damaging tax havens. Instead of 

continuing to allocate aid, which is far from being 
sufficient and has not yet proven its efficiency, we 
should set up international taxation standards to 
avoid unfair tax rates and prevent assets in de-
veloping countries, estimated at 124 billion dol-
lars a year by Oxfam in March 2009, leaking into 
offshore tax havens.

The EU – and other developed countries – 
should stop being hypocritical. Tax evasion and 
illicit capital flows are made possible by an army 
of bankers, lawyers, accountants, mainly from de-
veloped countries. Additionally, the EU shelters 
on its own territory countries that could be con-
sidered tax havens or at least harmful preferential 
tax regimes,  Monaco, of course, but also some less 
famous or unexpected ones: the Netherlands, Lu-
xembourg or the United Kingdom. Of the 72 esti-
mated tax havens, 35 are juridically, economically 
or historically linked to the United Kingdom!

The EU should take action to eradicate the use 
of tax havens, tax evasion and illicit capital flight 
from developing countries. It should call for a new 
binding global financial agreement, which would 
force transnational corporations automatically to 
disclose the profits made and the taxes paid on a 
country-by-country basis so as to ensure trans-
parency as to what they pay in each developing 
country where they operate. 

Tax havens and harmful preferential tax re-
gimes are not only responsible for revenue leak-
age but they also threaten tax systems. In the face 
of competition many developing countries have 
lowered corporate tax rates on foreign companies 
to avoid their relocation. In most of them, those 
rates are now far below the 20% generally sought 
for in OECD countries, entailing an estimate loss 
of 50 billion dollars. This is to be compared to 
the 50 billion euros the European Union and its 
Member States gave as ODA in 2007.

The more developing countries lose in tax 
revenues, the more they become dependent on 
inadequate foreign aid. According to a recent  

35	 http://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/UN_FFD_0708_follow-up.pdf
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Norwegian report36, the world’s poorest countries 
lose 600 billion euros every year through illegal ca-
pital flight which corresponds to approximately ten 
times the financial assistance given to developing 
countries. According to recent studies these illicit 
flows might grow at a rate of about 18% per year, 
dwarfing the 50 billions euros European ODA.

Strong and efficient institutions are also key 
tools for development. We have to support de-
veloping countries in establishing effective fi-
nancial and budgetary control as well as impose 
some international rules to stop illicit (money 
from crimes, corruption) and unfair financial 
flows (artificial transfer pricing by multinationals) 
which constitute damaging losses. Developing 
countries will thus master their own resources 

in an independent and autonomous way. They 
will be able to redistribute fairly the proceeds of 
national wealth into social, education and health 
programmes. In other words, they could achieve 
the MDG with their own means.

Thus development policy is at a critical 
point. Either we keep on applying the same old 
and inefficient recipes, maintaining developing 
countries in counterproductive dependence or 
we assume our full responsibilities by cleaning 
up the international financial system and give 
developing countries the tools with which to im-
prove their tax income. The task is tremendous. 
As Greens we are aware of our huge responsibi-
lity and will strive every day towards a fairer and 
more peaceful world.
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France’s leading oil company – Elf. She holds an honorary doctorate from the University of Bergen and 
was chosen ‘European of the year’ by Reader’s Digest in 2002. In her book Plan for en bedre verden 
(Plan for a better world), published in 2004, Eva Joly describes her views on development assistance, 
globalisation and the fight against poverty.

©
 X

av
ie

r 
C

an
ta

t



Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung
European Union, Brussels

15 Rue d’Arlon – B-1050 Brussels – Belgium
P +32 2 743 41 00   F (+32) 2 743 41 09   E brussels@boell.eu   W www.boell.eu

To the surprise of many opinion pollsters and political com-
mentators it became clear late in the evening of 7 June 2009 
that the real winners in the European elections were the 
Greens. They were the only political group in the European 
Parliament that had managed to increase their number of 
seats. Few would have forecast this even a few days before. 
Indeed many would have seen maintaining the same number 
of seats as a victory.  As it was, the new European Parliament 
saw not 35 Green members but 46. The new Green Group is 
driven by a strong French-German motor and by the enthu-
siasm of many new, many young parliamentarians. They will 
need perseverance, imagination and a sense of reality to 

master the many difficult challenges ahead: the tackling of 
climate change; the response to the financial and economic 
crisis; the expansion of the EU’s enlargement process; the 
further democratisation of the European institutions; the 
development of a humane migration policy; the protection 
of civil rights and the strengthening of the role of the EU 
as an actor in foreign and security policy, to name just a 
few. The European Union office of the Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung 
has invited eleven new Green Members of the European 
Parliament from five different countries to write about their 
ambitions for Europe. What are the goals of the new Greens 
and how do they want to achieve them?

THE CLASS OF 2009
GREEN VISIONS FOR EUROPE
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