Francesco Rossolillo

Francesco Rossolillo, editor of this journal since 1997, when he
succeededitsfounder, Mario Albertini, hasdied. Rossolillo’ stheoretical
contribution to federalism, always accompanied by an active militant
stance within the European Federaliss Movement and the European
Union of Federalists(which heservedaspresident for anumber of years)
isreflected particularly in The Federalist, which, during its aimost 50-
year higory, hascontained many of hisessays, commentsand political
documents: writings that are till referred to and whose structural ele-
mentscontinueto beusedtoday.

Francesco Rossolillo alwaysplaced great store by the origination of
culture, convincedthat the political and organizational autonomy of the
federalis movement isfoundedon thecultural autonomy of itsmembers,
Autonomy on al fronts, he believed, isthe condition that allows feder-
aligsto play to the full their role as groundbreakers and sowers of the
seedsof change.

“The only motivation — he wrote in an editorial published in The
Federalist Debate—intheabsenceof power andmoney, that can prompt
amilitant to persevere, sometimesfor decades, in what isoften athank-
less and difficult endeavour, is the awareness of our indispensable
historical role: the awarenessthat we are the oneswho are mapping out
anewway forward, who haveaperspectivethat allowsusto understand
the meaning of the changestaking place, changesthat the schemes of
traditional ideologies no longer alow usto interpret. It isan eminently
cultural awareness. Hence, ... politics and culture are two inseparable
agpectsof the federalist’ swork. Thismeansthat it isup to federalists
themsel vesto develop their culture.”

This indicated neither presumption nor isolation. Culture always
meansreciprocal exchange, and“ conservation” isalwaysan element of
the development, in revolutionary times, of anew culture. Accordingto
Rosxolillo, “smple negation is not part of the attitude of the true
revolutionary who, to useHegel’ sterminology, rejectsnot thereality he
fights, but rather the partiality of that reality. He seeksnot to suppressit,



but rather to overcome it, incorporating it into a more comprehensve
reality. Theaction of therevolutionary,” liketheculturehedevelops, “is
thus both negation and conservation.” (“Note sulla coscienza
rivoluzionaria’, in Il Politico, 1970, n. 2, p. 329). Thisisthe mechaniam
that, in political revolutions, allows the Hegelian dialectic overcoming
andleadsto abreakingfreefrom the categorical sructurethat underlies
normal politics, and to a weakening of the political formula, or “the
gructurethat governsthestrugglefor power.”

For revolutionary groups, therefore, theorizing is a crucial part of
their activity, becauseit isuptothem, inpre-revolutionary phases, to shed
light wherethereisdarknessandindicatethe path that must befollowed
inorder to overcomethedifficultiesandconfusion of apolitical language
that haslog the capacity to reflect and embody theredlity of socid life.

It isadifficult task, because the “the logic of revolutionary action
obligesthosewho arecommittedto it not to limit themselvesto bringing
within sght the alternative to the exiging political formula, but to place
that alternativeinthecontext of agenera viewof higorical development,
and of the ultimate valuesfor whoserealization it pavestheway. T hisis
because men cannot be mobilizedfor alonganddifficult struggleonly in
the name of a defined political objective that, precisely because it is
defined, negatesmorevaluesthan it realizes, but only in the name of the
liberation of mankind s very essence, of the full realization of all
values..” (ibidem, p. 328).

The relationship between individuals and history is, indeed, the
gartingpoint for Francesco Rosolillo’ sreflectionsontheredlizationthat
motivatesthe revolutionary’ s choice. T aking Heidegger’ s concepts of
authenticandinauthentic existence, which the philosopher formulatedin
an attempt to define the meaning of thelife of theindividual, Rosolillo,
by relatingthemto thechoiceof therevolutionary, wasableto grasp their
limitations “ If the future isthe specific temporal dimenson of authentic
exigence, ... to regard the future as circumscribed by the death of the
individual isto reduce dragtically the scope of man’ sexistence, because
only certain projects can be realized within the brief time that is the
lifespan of anindividual: andtheseare, typically, projectsof theeveryday
variety...: recreation, pursuit of a career, of wealth, of success.., the
projectsof inauthentic existence. T hus, thefuture of authentic existence
would seemingly haveto beafuture of much broader horizons, in which
each life’ s project acquires meaning through its continuation in the
projects of livesthat follow.” Therefore, “the life of an individual be-
comes meaningful only in the context of hisgory” (ibidem, pp. 320-21).



“Only thosewho livetheir idealsin ahistorical perspectivecan pursuea
revolutionary design, becausetherevolutionary cannot regardthefuture
asthat short interval of timethat separatesan individual’ spresent from
hisdeath.” Thosewho do not viewtheir life“ intermsof higorical cycles
that cantakeseveral generationsto completecannot taketheradical sep
of renouncing all prospectsof immediate success— astep, associated
with the needto turn one’ sback on normal politics, that any struggleto
change the exiging paradigm demands.” (ibidem, p. 327).

Inthesameway, anauthenticrevolutionary sancecannot beassumed
by anyonewho doesnot submit tothe” stern call of reason, which defines
thefull realization of valuesasjust agoverningcriterion..., corresponding
to theideaof thereason of thefina stage of hisorical development, and
thepolitical objective of revolutionary action asjust astep, imperfect and
partial, alongtheroadtowardsthisfull realization of values.” (ibidem,p.
333).

To focus, in this profile of Francesco Rosolillo, on a single work
wouldcertainly betofail to reflect thebreadth of hismany contributions
his essays on sovereignty, on federalism, and on the meaning of the
European federation, hishistorical writings, dealingfor examplewith the
UnitedSatesof Americaandtheoriginsof fasciam, andhiseditorialsfor
thisjournal inwhich heanalyzed, from afederalist perspective, theevents
and problems of our times. Equally, we would fail to do justice to his
srategic contribution to thestrugglefor aEuropean federation, through
hisadoptingof stances, hislecturesat congressesand, inthepast seven
years, hisEuropean Letter, in which, at three-monthly intervals, he sent
Europe’ s politicians brief but incisive political analyses and strategic
indications, with the aim of keeping high on the agendatheideasthat it
isup to federaligsto transmit and politiciansto assmilate, in readiness,
when the timeisright, to put them into practice.

Thefact neverthelessremainsthat onetopicvery closeto hisheart —
whose importance becomes clearer than ever in times of impasse, when
thereisaneedtofaceuptonewstrategicstuations—wasthat of therole
of thefederalist, andthustheroleof therevolutionary: thiswasindeedthe
topic of an essay on which he wasworkingwhen he becametoo weak to
continue. Wehavedecidedto publishthisessay inthisissueof thejournal
—together with anotehehadjust completedand, asoriginally planned,
atext fromthirty yearsago — despite beingfully awarethat he hadonly
just begun hiscustomary rigorousand punctiliousrevision of the draft.

TheFederalist



The Revolutionary’

FRANCESCO ROSSOLILLO

1. Flowsand Structuresin History.

The higtorical processisaprocessof change: differentiated change
with different rhythms, that consists, on the one hand, of complex and
continuoustransformationsand, on the other, of periods of equilibrium
in which there emerge, on the contrary, not o much the flows as the
structures of the historical-social reality, in other words, the bonds
between its elements that show a degree (more or less profound) of
persstence andinterrelationship. For thisreason, any attempt to under-
stand the nature of the historical process must be based on both a
diachronic approach, which evaluates its evolution, and a synchronic
approach, whichinvestigatesthesatic aspect of thestructures. T hefact
clearly remains that the artificial separation of these two aspects is
arbitrary, andthat each remainsindissolubly linkedto theother. Bt it is
equally clear that thestudy of history cannot ignore(notwithstandingthe
more or less arbitrary differentiation of these two aspects) approaches
that highlight the persisence, sometimesprotracted over alongtime, of
the same behaviours, of the sameingitutions, or of both. In thisregard,
we might cite the divison of hisory into periods, the identification of
homogeneous areas of civilization, Max Weber’ s formulation of ideal
types, and even the organization of the language used to describe
historical transformations, which, inthefinal analyss doesnothingother
than reflect thetrangtion from one gructureto the next sructure. These
approachesidentify thoseelementsthat, withintheflow, remainthesame
andconstituteitssubject. Andthissubject, by retainingitsown identity
inthecourseof thehistorical transformation, clarifiesthe meaningof the

* T hisisthepreliminary draft of an essay that theauthor wasunableto complete. Itis
publishedhererespectinghisgeneral outline. A fewchangeshavebeen madeto thefinal
part which, inplaces, wasstill innoteform.



change.

If, then, it istruethat the actorsof the hisorical processareborn, die
andevolve,itisasotruethat each of theseactorsislinkedtoall theothers
andmust coordinate, conscioudly or unconscioudy, itsconduct withthe
conduct of each of theothers, givingrise, in each historical Stuation, to
agate of equilibrium, or asocial system. Clearly, thisrepresentsan el-
ement of inertiain the process. These statesof equilibrium allowsociety
tofunction: thankstothem, eachindividual or ingitutionisable, roughly,
to predict (on the bass of its more or less marked recurrence) the be-
haviour of others, andto moulditsown conduct accordingly. T hey arethe
foundation of socia peace, and thus of civilization itself, which flour-
ishes and develops on the strength of the different and coordinated
contributions that each subject is able to make thanksto the fact that
society isbasedonthesystem’ sassignation of clearly definedrolestoits
actors. If, in society, everythingwereto move with disordered rapidity,
preventingany form of equilibrium from becomingestablished, theresuit
would be total chaos. The order that allows the great values of civil
coexisenceroom for expresson ispossble thanksto the presence of a
relatively rigiddelineation of the sphere of freedom within which each of
us mugt, on pain of being relegated to the fringes of society, remain in
order to alowthe sysem to work correctly.

2.Civil Society and the Institutions.

It may be useful, for analytical purposes, to distinguish between two
components of the higorical processthat, once again, are inextricably
linked: civil society andtheingitutions. It isadistinctionthat hasbecome
increasingly important over the centuries as human societies have be-
come differentiated and more structured and civilization has gradually
been refined, but it can be traced right back to the earliest stagesin the
process of the emancipation of mankind.

Civil society isthe ambit of transformation. Civil society is where
innovation findsexpresson, economicactivity growsor shrinks, science
and technology advance, and art flourishes or declines. Clearly, the
impetusfor changeisinevitably accompanied by the needfor order and
stahility, without which it would be unable to expressitself and would
degenerate into anarchy. But being, on their own, unable to guarantee
aufficiently coordinatedaction, thespontaneousforcesof society cannot
fulfil this need and generate the stuations of equilibrium that are the
indispensable condition for the advancement of civilization. What is



required, for this isthe intervention of determined political will, that is
of power, which expressesitself through theingitutions, which arethus
the ambit of stability. The ingitutions, issuing laws and imposing the
observance of theselaws, even through recourseto force, congitutethe
pecific element of equilibrium and inertiain the social system.

However, it isobviousthat noingitutional order remains, throughout
thecourseof itsexigence, fixed. Theingitutionshavetheflexihility they
need to adapt, up to a certain point, to the changeahility of the social
dialectic, without sacrificing the interdependence of behaviours that
determinetheir basic physiognomy. But their exisencerestson relations
of commandandobedience. Any adjusment they may maketo historical
circumgtances cannot therefore be allowed to jeopardize the power
situation of which they are the expresson, or the sructure of the civil
society that underpinsandreinforcesthispower stuation. Hence, aslong
asan ingitutional system continues(just about) to work, all that history
will experience (periodsof war excepted) are phasesof dow and ordered
movement, which do not upset the major political and social equilibria.

The higory of European integration isasgnificant example of this
processof adaptation. T hebirth and development of the European ingti-
tutionsresulted from an attempt to adapt to a European framework the
institutional order of anumber of stateswhose economiesand societies
were becomingincreasingly interdependent (without, however, sacrific-
ing their national sovereignty and the balance of power linked to their
retention of sovereignty). If, then, on the one hand, for the firg three
decades of their existence, the European ingitutions were in part the
expresson of an evolutionary phase of the process(in that they accom-
panied and favoured a period of great development of the European
economy), on the other, and this is particularly clear in the current
higorical phase, they have been ingruments of the attempt — largely
unconscious— to posponethe* day of reckoning’, that is the point at
which thebasic contradiction, resolvableonly through therelinguishing
of sovereignty to a European state, will suddenly become patently
obvious.

Itistobenotedthat thiswholepictureiscomplicatedby thetwofacets
— interna andexternal — of the political ingitutions, which on the one
handaddresscivil society, andontheother thepolitical ingtitutionsof the
other gates Externaly, thepolitical ingitutionsdo not havethe specific
function of maintaining social peace andensuringtherule of law; rather,
even though they areinterestedin the preservation of adegree of inter-
national order, they must necessarily subordinate this concern to the



furthering of their own power interests, and those of their own civil
society. Therefore, they are to be examined solely with regard to their
interna facet.

3. The Detachment of Civil Society fromthe Institutions. Phasesof Slow
Movement and Phases of Rapid Movement. Historical Crises.

Civil society andpolitical ingtitutionsarevery closely relatedto each
other. Political ingitutionsare aways, originally, the expresson of civil
society, andthey reflect the behavioursthat manifest themselveswithin
it. Moreover, by alowing these behaviours to evolve in an orderly
fashion, they bringout all their positivepotentialities. T hus, they not only
reflect, but also regulatetheoften confusedandcontradictory needsand
aspirationsthat manifest themselveswithin civil society. In short, these
two aspectsof society condition each other.

Hence, in the evolutionary phases of higory, the action of each of
thesetwo componentsof society grengthenstheaction of theother: the
social system expressesall itscreative force and society goesthrough
phasesof expansion. But thishappensonly intheevol utionary phasesof
thesocial process, becauseinthelongruntherhythm of evolution of civil
society doesnot match that of the evolution of thepolitical ingitutions,
giventhat civil society isthespecificambit of change (eventhoughthere
has to be a stable framework for this change to come about) and the
ingitutionsare the specific amhit of sahility (even though they haveto
evolve, never losngtheir identity, in order to adapt to the evolution of
civil society). T heingitutionsthustend, over time, tolosetouchwithcivil
society; they tendtolosethecapacity to governitsneedsandaspirations,
and, as a reault, they tend to arrest its development, suffocating its
progressiveimpetus, and causingit to degenerateinto anarchy andinto
gerility. It isthusinevitablethat theinflexibility of theingtitutionsgives
rise, over time, to ever-degpening divergences, and ultimately to irreme-
diable contradictions between the degree of evolution reached by civil
society andthecapacity of theingitutionsandof thebalanceof power that
they expressto reflect and govern these contradictions. These are the
phasesin which the development of civil society isno longer disciplined
and oriented, but slowed down, or arrested, by the incapacity of the
ingitutionsto adapt to it: these arecivilization’ sdegenerative phases.

Hence, the phases of dow movement can be broken down into two
sub-phases. T hefirg followsthebirth of anewingitutional order andis
characterized by astrong degree of compatibility between the function-
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ingof civil society andthefunctioningof thepolitical ingitutions During
this sub-phase, politics, science, the economy, culture and civilization
generally go through periodsof expansion. T he second sub-phase (ill
part of the phase of dowmovement) derivesfrom thegrowingcontradic-
tion between thedemandsof civil society, within which therecontinueto
emerge forcesfor change, even confused and disordered ones, andthe
progressve inflexibility of the political ingitutions, which are unableto
respondto thesedemands.

But thisgtill doesnot explain the nature of the great changesthat are
thekey turning pointsin the historical process. T he only way to under-
standthisprocessisasasuccession of statesofequilibrium,inwhichthe
trangtion fromonegatetothenext, followingaperiodof expanson and,
subsequently, a long period of standgtill due to the inflexibility of the
ingitutions, comes about through unexpected and dramatic historical
crises, or through phasesofrapid movement. T hesearethehigh pointsof
higory inwhich freedom, takingtheplaceof determinism, burstsontothe
scene.

If the ingitutions are the ambit of gahility, then political action,
understood in its specific sense, according to the doctrine of political
realism, isthe ambit in which determinisn most properly manifessitself.
However, thisdoesnot take away thefact that determinism andfreedom
of human behaviour are inextricably linked: or that each one findsits
proper ambit in specific periodsin the higorical process. Determinism
emerges in those long phases in which the laws of political action
manifes themselvesandgovern, albeit with the necessary flexibility, the
behaviour of men; freedom, on the other hand, findsitsvoicein periods
of acute crissin which the laws of politicsare momentarily suspended,
0 to eak, or temporarily lose their validity, making way for freedom
and allowing the transtion from one power equilibrium to the next.

Thisstructureof thehistorical processmeansthat, precisely because
of the inevitably unexpected nature of the crises, the contradiction
between the demands of civil society andtheingitutional order, until it
reachescrisspoint, remainsvirtual andin any case unconscious. Conti-
nuity of theingitutions with their inevitableadaptations, meanscontinu-
ity of theway in which the political alternativesopen to the citizensare
formulated and perceived, continuity of the nature of their expectations
andmotivations, and of the sructure of their careers. The sysem tends
to beself-perpetuating, whichindicatesthat it doesnot, by itself, produce
an dternative to itsalf.
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4, The Revolution.

The higtorical processisthus a succession of different equilibria,
which meansthat each systemisreplacedby adifferent system, adjusted
to meet the needs of civil society, and thusthat civil society hasthe
inherent capacity to generate newingitutional ordersandto re-generate
itself. T hishappensbecause social systemsarenot machines, or commu-
nitiesof beesor antsthat haverigidy predetermined patternsof behav-
iour. They are made up of men, whose behaviour is certainly in part
determined (by the need to make the ordered functioning of their socia
system possible), but who do not, for thisreason, stop beingreasoning
beings, they are beings who live determinism through the filter of
consciousness and retain a sphere of freedom: even though this con-
sciousnessisoften afalse consciousnessandthisfreedom only virtual.
Thismeans firg of al, that if it continuesto betruethat the system does
not by itself produce, in aprogressve and consciousway, an aternative
toitself, it does, however, leave space for the growth and development,
internally, of dissatisfaction with and lack of faith in the existing
ingitutions, these sentimentshbeing manifested both amongthepolitical
classandin publicopinion. Andit isprecisely theexistenceof thesegaps,
this opening up of spaces of virtual freedom, that allows part of the
political class, and part of public opinion, when the hiat us between civil
society andtheingitutional order sartsto widen, to hear and remember
therevolutionary message— eventhoughit limitsitself to soringit away
in a hidden corner of its consciousness, in readiness to turn it into a
consciousproject only when thecrissoccurs. Andit also meansthat, in
thesegapsinthesystem, therehaveto beableto emergegroupscapable
of becomingconsciousandactive bearersof therevolutionary message,
capable, that is, of seeingthealternative beforethe crisscomes, and of
preparing for its advent by making all aware of its coming.

In their purest form, these sudden transformations, which occur
through crises, arerevolutions, or transformationswrought by forcesof
an essentially popular nature exising within the syssem (even though,
clearly, it takes political leaders to interpret and orient this popular
momentum). When the popular element isabsent, or sirred up surrepti-
tioudy, what oneisfacedwithisacoup d état, alwaysborn of asituation
of profound political decay, in which the aim is not to ingitute a new
order, but to try andprevent the collapseof theexistingone, or to restore
an old, now irretrievably discredited order.

When, on the other hand, the forces in the field are entirely, or
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partialy, external tothesysem, thestuationisoneof war. Warscan have
theeffect of helpingto createanewegquilibriumwithinthegate, or states,
that emerged aslosersfrom the conflict only if there exigswithin it, or
within them, apopular movement that autonomoudy pushesin thesame
direction and whose emergence is favoured by the external forces;
otherwise, they produceonly astrengtheningof the pre-existingequilib-
rium, or quite Smply, chaos. It must be noted that the main function of
warsisadifferent one. Indeed, the crises, and successions of equilibria
that follow them are characterigtic not only of the interna Stuations of
sates, but also of systemsof states inwhichtheperceptionthat govern-
ments, politicians, observers and ordinary citizens have of power rela-
tions reflects a superseded distribution of the effective resources that
form the bads of power. This incorrect perception prevents the new
virtual power sysem (nowfully mature) from evolvinginto asituation of
real power, thereby neutralizing the energies of ascending states and
setting those that are on the wane before challengesto which they are
unequal. Hencethesystemsof statesarerenderedunstableandincapable
of promotinggeneral development. Warsserveto overcomethiscontra-
diction. We might cite the example of the trandtion from the European
to theworld equilibrium that wassanctioned by the Second WorldWar,
which put an endto thestateof uncertainty createdin thewakeof World
War .

Returning, in particular, to the ingitutional order of the European
societies, it must berecalledthat whereas, asaregime, it hasundergone
numerous tranformations, garting with the French Revolution, as a
community, it hasremained substantially stable, that isto say, theextent
of civil coexisence (leaving asde the processes of German and Itaian
unification) hasremained practically unchangedthroughout thevarious
regimechanges. It isprecisely thiscommunity aspect, which hasamuch
more radical bearing on civil coexisence than the structure of the
ingitutions (through the regime) does, together with the sovereignty of
thenation-gate, that the objective of Europe’ spolitical unification, that
isof thefoundation of aEuropean federal sate, throwsinto question. It
thushbringswithin sight aprofound revolutionary transformation.

5. The Mole.
To try to understand, in more depth, the meaning of higorical

transformations, it is worth returning briefly to the question of the
systemic nature of the equilibria. In particular, it isworth underliningthe
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fact that theequilibriacompriseroles, or functions, differently exercised,
assigned to the ingtitutions, groups and individuals that make up the
system. T hus, systemsunderstoodintheir entirety, on theonehand, and
individual roleson the other, aretwo sdesof the same coin. Thesystem
definesandassignstherolesandcoordinatestheir functions. T heroles,
interactingwith one another, support thesystem, serveit apurpose, and
help to render it permanent.

It therefore needsto beunderlinedthat it istherelativerigidity of the
equilibriathat determinesthesuddennessof their transformations. Clearly,
this does not mean that transformations are not always preceded by
preparatory phases sometimes complex ones It means that in these
phases, the movement of civil society remainsin part disordered, in part
virtual, andin part unconscious, society, in fact, doesnot evolvein the
phasesof movement: or rather, it evolvesonly belowthe surface. T hisis
precisely why Hegel andMarx, in referenceto these phasesof historical
transformation, use the myserious and impersonal image of the mole,
which, unseen, digstunnels under the halls of power, destroying their
foundations and eventually causing the whole edifice suddenly to col-
lapsein on itself. It goeswithout saying that signsof the approaching
transformation accumulate astime goesby. They takethe form of splits
and contradictions, they undermine the efficiency of the social system,
they reduce the close compatihility of therolesof which it iscomposed,
andthey reduce the moral engagement of itsprotagonists. But they are
nothingmorethan sgnsandpresentiments. T hey indicat ethepresenceof
a pre-revolutionary dtuation, certainly a necessary condition for the
revolution proper, but not a sufficient condition: in the absence of the
detonator, they canoftenfizzleout intonothing. T hepolitical ingitutions,
rigidasthey are, neverthelesshaveacertain capacity to adapt. T hey can
adjust toanewstuationjust enoughto prevent therevolutionary currents
incivil society from makingtheir presencefelt, but not enoughto alter the
power Stuation onwhichthey themselvesrest. Inthisway, revolutionary
opportunitiescan be missed, andthedeclineof civil society can continue
unchecked for decades, which iswhat happenedin Ancient Greece and
in Italy in the Modern Age.

It may beuseful also in thisregardto cite the example of the process
of European unification, which, on more than one occasion, hasfound
itself on the brink of an out-and-out revolutionary transformation: we
may think of the struggle for the European Defence Community, or the
creation of the sngle European currency, or the profoundforeign policy
andmonetary crisgsin which Europe findsitself now, in the wake of the
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war in Irag, and the enlargement of the membership of the European
Union. But the processhasfailedto findwithin itself the energy needed
to progressfrom ageneral aspiration for change to the formulation of a
clear plan on the basis of which to begin atrue political struggle.

6. The Conditionsfor Revolution.

Inorder for therevolutionary event to occur, threeconditionshaveto
be present. T hefirg, asmentioned, isthe manifestation of acrigsthat is
more than just an accumulation of contradictions in relation to the
growing divergences between the demands of civil society and the
responsestothesedemandsthat thepolitical ingitutionsareableto come
up with: it hasto be an acute and dramatic crisisin which the security of
the citizens is at stake and the very foundations of their wellbeing
jeopardized. T hiscrigscan takethe form of real disorder, or thereal risk
that such disorder will manifest itself: but it must, in any case, beconcrete
andimminent. To throwinto question the existing order isto throwinto
guestionthevery foundationsof one’'sown existence. It isthusinconceiv-
ablethat asignificant section of publicopinionwill put itsdestiny onthe
line unlesscircumstances|eadit to believe that itsdestiny has already
been put on theline, by theforce of events.

T he second condition is a mobilization of the protagonist of the
revolution, that is the people, effective holders of sovereignty and
without whom the revolution, an event of enormous historical sgnifi-
cance, couldnot takeplace; in addition, someof itsleadersmust havethe
capacity to direct popular currents, inevitably vagueandinginctual, and
to transform them into political choices, in other words, into a struggle
that, albeit at thecos of atortuousjourney, full of U-turnsand mistakes,
will lead to the creation of a new order.

Aswehavealready said, human societies, beingmade up of individu-
als endowed with reason and will, are nevertheless characterized by a
measure of freedom, even though thisisburiedin asort of underground
gpacein their consciousnessand comesto light only in critical historical
moments.

Thismeansthat individuals nevertheless perceive, abeit partly un-
conscioudy, the inadequacy of the ingtitutions, when thisinadequacy
manifestsitself, even though this perception is not expressed through
activeand consciousoppostion. The messagesthat arrivefrom outside
thesysemthussettleinthecollectivesubconscious, ready toevolveinto
principles of action when the conditions are ripe. This also appliesto
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thosewho occupy thepolitical ingitutions, or haverolesconnectedwith
politics, whose capacity to perceivetheprovisonal natureof thelogic of
thesysem isnot totaly taken away by their needto adapt to that logic,
and makes some ready to lead the process of itstransformation.
Boththesection of thepeoplethat becomesan actorintherevolution,
and the leaders who guide it, can detach themselves from the exigting
order in relation to which they retain adegree of autonomy. Werethey a
mechanical andtotal part of it, they would not be ableto set themselves
uponoppostiontoit. But thisdoesnot aterthefact that, if al that wehave
saidistrue, their autonomy, prior to the exploson of the revolutionary
event, manifess itself not as a definite attitude, but in the form of
presentiment and uneasy awareness. In truth, the citizens, until events
degenerate, will continue to go about their business, and politiciansto
play their part, both helpingto keep the scaffolding of the political-social
system sanding. T hey continueto be committedto their careersandto
makeand pursuetheir political choices T o break away from all this they
need something else: in particular, in addition to a precipitation of the
Stuation, they needan initiative that originatesfrom the outsde.

7. Revolutionary Groups.

What we have to do, therefore, is identify the subjects who can
preparefor therevolution, ahead of theexplosiveturn of eventsthat will
trigger it, andwho can pavetheway for theforcesthat will follow. T hey
haveto be free subjects, who can place themselvesoutside the equilib-
rium andwho thushavenorolein thesystem andserveit no purpose. In
short, we have to establish whether the web of rolesthat make up the
system offersthedegreeof flexibility that therehasto beif it isto besown
with theseedof activechange, thegrain of mustard seed mentionedinthe
Gospels. In truth, this degree of freedom doesexig. It can, aswe have
indicatedanumber of times, beglimpsedin thecontradictionsthat arerife
in society intheperiodsthat precederevolutions, andit ispersonifiedin
revolutionaries, that is, in thosesmall groupsthat are present prior to all
revolutions, that reflect and act before — often along time before —
explosive turns of events occur, and that are motivated not by the
emergenceof theseevents, but by the prospect of their coming— not by
aneedfor power or by thepower logic, but only by thefreedom andclear-
sightedness of historical wisdom.

T herevolutionary, then, cannot andmust not havearoleinthesystem.
Sayingwithin the syssem meansacceptingitslogic, not questioningits
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bass carryingout moreor lesscorrectly thetaskslinkedtoone' srole, and
seekingtheconsensusof thosewho havean elevatedpostionin politics
or society, in short, telling them what they want to hear. Aswe have
aready said, when there isa high degree of compatihility between the
ingitutions and civil society, the logic of the system isthelogic of the
advancingof civilization, which asarule can comeabout only within the
ingtitutional order andby respectingitsvariousrolesandtheir hierarchy.
But whentheseenterinto conflict with oneanother, whentheingitutional
order suffocates civil society and prevents it from advancing, when
power becomes divorced from values because it has exhausted its
function, to remain within the sysem and to accept itsrules meansto
sacrificeone’ sfreedomto one' scareer, renouncingone’ sprerogativeto
speak thetruth. T hisisprecisely why thephasesthat precederevolutions
are phasescharacterized by the corruption of politicsandof al activities
that dependon or arelinkedto politics.

8. The Basis of the Revol utionary Vocation.

But if those who remain insde the system adapt to its rules and
become increasingly corrupt as power becomesincreasngly unable to
fulfil itsfunction, andif those who are outside the system have neither
power, money, nor the posshility to mohilize public opinion, then how
do revolutions—thegreat transformationsof thepolitical-social sysem
— come about?

T hey can happen, andthey do happeninhistory, becausethefabric of
the social system nevertheless presentstears— openingsfor freedom.
Thisalowssometo placethemselvesoutside the system, to consider it
andtocontes itinitsentirety, thereby pavingtheway for therevolution.
But it must be made clear that until the acute criss takes place, these
openings are very regricted, and also that autonomy comes at a high
price, given that the sysem isgearedto suffocate any attempt to break
away from it. Thisisadtuation that, in many cases, isnot theresut of
anyone' sdeliberatewill, but is for themod part, an objectivereality. The
exigingorder doesnot offer therevolutionary arole, becauseall itsroles
aregearedto the perpetuation of thesysem. It thusfollowsthat anyone
wantingto questionthesystemisdestinedto bean outcast, perceivedby
thoseingdeit asarather bizarrecharacter who might deserverespect, but
who countsfor nothing becausehenever representsarealistic, short-term
aternative to the current power (and political behaviour is conditioned
only by theshort term). T herefore, until thesystem isrockedby an acute
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criss revolutionary groupsaredestinedto becharacterizedsubstantially
by their samall sze, by their low profile, and by the poor means at their
disposal.

Thevocation of therevolutionary is, in truth, based on afactor that
ecapes the influence of the political-social order: the intellectual and
moral freedom of the individual, which the gratifications offered by the
system, likethe punishmentsit isableto meter out, can usually slence,
but not suffocate completely. Without doubt, active membership of a
revolutionary group, especialy over many years, ispsychologically, and
sometimes materialy, very difficult. Those who, despite having for a
longtime (especialy in their youth) pursued arevolutionary design, are
unable, in the long term, to put up with being politically isolated and
outcagt, will either leave the revolutionary group in order to devote
themselvesto acareer a national level, or will try to get the group itself
to come in from the cold, urging it to abandon its oppostion to the
ingitutional order andto adopt the line of compromise that the sysem
itself has adopted in order to adjust, without jeopardizing its own
foundations, to the evolution of civil society. In both these cases, the
systemre-absorbstherevolutionary currentsthat manifesedthemselves
outsideof it, or part of thesecurrents, andconfersonthosewho promoted
them a minor role and a measure of vighility: but the price these ex-
revolutionariespay for these rewardsisthelossof their identity.

Thefact remainsthat therevolutionary cannot set himself apart from
theworld, nor conduct hisaction solely with aviewto thelongterm. T his
isparticularly truegiven that, in theambit of arevolutionary stuation, it
isimpossbleto predict exactly when the acute crisiswill come: it could
well be imminent, and thisissomethingthat those preparing for it must
bear in mind. T herevolutionary group, therefore, must be present within
the political framework and seek to increase its interlocutors without
ever forgetting its radical diversty from political parties and all other
political alliances, which is based on the fact that its action is not an
attempt to changethe balance of power in the exisingframework, but to
preparethe alternative to the exiging framework, ingillingin the minds
of politicians and citizens, even only as a presentiment and not as a
congciousintention, the idea of the new regime or the new community
that istaking shapein the belly of higory.
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After the Congtitutional Treaty
The Question of a Political Europe

UGO DRAETTA

T hisdiscussion, which examinesthe question of a political Europe,
or rather what the redization of a politica Europe implies must be
preceded by afewpreliminary remarksin order to banish any suggestion
of Euroscepticism on my part. We should al, in fact, remember that no
other geographical areaboastsalevel of integration equal to that which
Europe, through the European Union, enjoys and which other interna-
tional regiona organizationstake asamodel. The creation of thesnge
market has contributed enormoudy to the economic progress of the
Community’ s member states and, beyond the purely economic sphere,
theprocessof Europeanintegration hasachievedtheobjectivethat itsfar-
sighted founding fathers had in mind: to create the conditions for en-
duringpeaceamongthegatesthemselves. Intoday’ s25-member Union,
andalsoinafurther enlargedUnion—theEU indeedlooksset to embrace
moregatesinthenot toodisant future—thereisnoreasontobelievethat
economic progressand enduring peace will not continueto characterize
relationsbetweenthemember gates. T hisisan important achievement of
which Europeans may justifiably be proud.

But in order to be ableto continue thisEuropean journey, in pursuit
of the political unification of the continent, we need to be well aware of
theweak nessesof thecurrent processof integration andof thelimitations
of the so-called European Congtitution — weaknesses and limitations
often masked by Community rhetoric and, if | might be permittedto say
0, by a certain and rather widespread ignorance of the texts of the
Treatiescurrently inforceor inthe processof beingratified. Unlesslight
can be shed on these aspects, we will run the risk of losing sight of the
objectivesthat needto bepursuedandthusof doingthe European cause
agreat disservice.

* T hispaper wasdeliveredat theconvention*® Dopoil trattato cogtituzionale. La
questionedell’ Europapolitica’ heldin Milan on January 31t 2005 andorganizedby the
regond committeeof former Itaian parliamentarians theL ombardy branch of ANCI, and
theL ombardy headquartersof theAEDE andM FE.
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The Weaknesses of the Process of European Integration.

Theprocessof Europeanintegration continuesto present two funda-
mental weaknesses: one isthe democratic deficit, which undermines at
root level the legitimacy of the European ingitutions, and the other the
inefficiency of the current decision-making process.

With regard to the first problem, that of the democratic deficit, the
progressve extenson of European competencesin the sphere of inter-
individual relations (consumer protection, privacy, the environment,
etc.) hascontinuedto exacerbateaproblemthat, intruth, hasdoggedthe
European Community from its very outset. | refer to the fact that
legidative acts (the regulations), which are liable to affect the citizens
directly, are made by bodies(the Council, on the recommendation of the
Commission) that havenot been electedby thecitizensand, furthermore,
that are subject to no effective, parliamentary-style control. The member
gates transfer of these competencesto the Community hasmeant their
effective removal from the sphere of democratic decison making and
from the democratic control to which they would be subject were they
exercised at national level.

Indeed, the European Parliament, although now enjoying greater
democratic legitimization — it isnowelected by direct universal suffrage
—, has within theambit of the Community lawmaking process, theright
of veto only over themost important decisons. T hisgivesit the capacity
to block European legidation, but not to direct that legidation according
to itsown will. Indeed, European legidative power remainsfirmly in the
hands of the European Council, on which st the representativesof the
executive powers of the member states. It is of course true that, with
regardto thequestion of democraticcontrol, it isthe European Parliament
that, in theambit of the Community, haspowersof political control, and
that thesecan belikenedtothepowersthat thenational parliamentsinthe
member statesexercisein arepresentativedemocracy. But theanalogy is
a purely formal one, given that the European Parliament’ s powers of
political control have none of the substance of nationa parliamentary
control. In particular, thispolitical control isexercised over the Commis-
son — not awaysin a coherent way, asrecent episodeslinkedto the
ingallation of the Barroso Commisson have shown —, but it is not
exercised over the body that is, in the final analyss, the repository of
legidativepower, i.e., the Council. T hus, even political control withinthe
European system appearsto be undermined by the existence of abasic
democratic deficit, and the control that the national parliaments can
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exercise over the snge membersof the Council istoo remote to remedy
this deficit.

Clearly, thereisonly oneway in which the democratic deficit can be
eliminated, andthat isto apply, within the European setting, aprinciple
that has become deep rooted within the member sates | refer to the
principle of the separation of powers, according to which legidative
power is attributed to a democratically elected body, which also has
political control over theexecutive power. T hiscould be achievedin two
ways, either by giving the European Parliament the legidative power
within the Community (at the ssmetimetakingthispower away from the
Council, its present holder), or by having the citizens elect the Council
directly, thereby transformingit from arepresentative body of thestates
into a sort of Higher Chamber or Senate, within a federal bicameral
sructureinwhichregional interestswouldberepresented. But, of course,
these solutionswould imply movementsin afederal direction, and thus
the relinquishing of sovereignty by the member states — movements
currently unthinkable to most of the twenty-five members of the Euro-
pean Union. T his explains why, in spite of the fact that all the recent
intergovernmental conferencesconvenedto revisethe T reatieshave set
themselvesthetask of findingasolutionto theproblem of thedemocratic
deficit, the solution itself has been repeatedy postponed from one
meeting to the next, and the problem has remained unsolved. Paradoxi-
caly, satesthat rightly regardthemselvesaspioneersof democracy and
as defenders of the values of democracy at world level have, in the
European Community, built themselvesavery weakly democratic struc-
ture. Thisgtuationis amongother things, oneof themainreasonsfor the
current lossof faith in the European ideal amongthecontinent’ scitizens,

Ontheother hand, to berealistic, it must beacknowledgedthat inthe
current stage of European integration, characterized by the abiding
sovereignty of the member states, ultimate decison-making power
cannot fail to takeinto account the will of the Council, which represents
these states. Hence it must also be appreciated that the exercisng of
political control by the European Parliament over the Council would be
possible only through aqualitative leap forward that would see Europe
projectedinto an entirely different scenario, in which the member states
would lose their status as sovereign subjects of international law and
Community law would become the internal law of a new, federa type
subject.

I will return later to the inefficiency of the decison-making process
and the failure to find a solution to this problem. However, both the
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aforementioned problems, the democratic deficit andthe inefficiency of
the decison-making process, are destined, unlessthey can beresolved,
to prevent theEuropean Union from risingsuccessfully to thechallenges
that nowfaceit.

The ChallengesFacing Europe.

T hese challengesare generally acknowledgedto bethecreation of a
common foreign and security policy and of asingle European economic
policy. Without the former, the individual member gates will, in the
current global scenario, have no choice but to yield to the current
dominant power or mount an oppostion to that power that will be as
gerileasit will be futile. On the other hand, a Europe equipped with its
own foreign andsecurity policy, apolitical Europe, couldbecome— also
within the United Nations— an effective balancing influence, drawing,
inthisrole, on theidealsof democracy, liberty andrespect for therule of
law that form itscultura heritage and on which the European Union is
founded. But as long as Europe continues to lack a common foreign
policy, it ismeaninglessto envisageaEuropean seat at the UN, indispen-
sableasthiswould be. Let usmoveon to the secondchallenge, that of a
sngle economic policy for the European Union. Without such apolicy
thesinglecurrency itself cannot beregardedasan enduringandirrevers:
ible achievement, asthe shrewdest economistshave long been arguing
and ascurrent difficultiesrelated to the Sahility Pact demongrate.

Neither of the methods through which the process of European
integration hasadvancedto date, i.e., theintergovernmental methodand
the Community method, appear adequateto meet the above challenges.
Thefirg istoo conditioned by the unanimity rule to bring appreciable
results. It presupposesconcertedeffortson thepart of themember states
that, in turn, presuppose a more than occasonal coincidence of their
particuar interess— somethingthat isfar from easy to achieve, asthe
eventseven of recent history haveshown us. T hedissent of just oneof the
twenty-five member stateswould be sufficient to paralyzetheUnion and
prevent it from acting.

Neither is it conceivable that the Community method, given its
inherent democratic deficit, might, even in the unlikely event of a
srengtheningandsimplification of the decison-makingprocess, leadto
the adoption of a common foreign and security policy or a singe
European economic policy. Indeed, decisons on matters of crucia
importance (involvingachoice between peace andwar) andfiscal policy



22

decisgons (implicit in the definition of a common economic policy) can
be referred only to democratically elected bodies. They cannot be
entrustedto bureaucraticor executivebodiesthat escapeeffectivedemo-
cratic control.

Therefore, reaigicaly, and looking beyond European rhetoric, it
must be acknowledged that the twenty-five-member European Union
realy has reached a crossroads. If nothing changes, the process of
Europeanintegration will seethe member satesre-appropriatingsomeof
the competencesprevioudy transferredto European level (thanksto the
intergovernmenta method sgainingsway over the Community method,
of whichtherearealready clear signs); theprocesswill also, increasingly,
followessentially economiclines thedevelopment of theinternal market
andthe progressve expansion of thismarket to new states. T hiswill be
a complex undertaking and one that will absorb Europe’ s energies for
someconsderabletime, giventheeconomicstuation of thesenews ates,
Asindicatedearlier, it isalsoan objectivethat must not beunderestimated
andthat iscertainly worth pursuing, given the undoubted advantagesit
will bring both the new and the old member states. In the context of
Europe’ spursuit of theseessentially economicobjectives, thedemocratic
deficit will appear tolerable and Europe’ s decision-making process will
probably beappropriately adjusted. In followingthisdirection, however,
andthisisindeed thedirection in which the processof building Europe
seemsinevitably to bemoving, the European Union will haveto abandon
any moreambitiousplansit might havefor asnglecommon and security
policy and for a single economic policy: in other words, its plansfor a
political Europe, with all the consequencesthat thiswould bring. If, on
the other hand, the member statesare determinedto pursue these latter
objectives they will haveto usemethodsother than theintergovernmen-
tal and Community methods, findingsolutionsthat deal with theproblem
of thedemocratic deficit andthat introduce an efficient decison-making
process.

The Federal Method.

The only method that will allow Europeto rise to and overcome the
challengesit facesisthe federal method, understood (accordingto the
commonly accepted meaning of the term) as the transfer, by formerly
overeign gates, of competences (fewin number or more numerous) to
acentral power. Asaresult of thisprocess, theformerly sovereign sates
become federated satesandlosetheir satusasplayerson theinterna-
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tional stage, arolethat insteadfallsexclusvely to the newfederal sate.
Thereisno doubt that use of the term “federal” can sometimes seem
politically incorrect, given that it has, in spite of repeated attemptsto
insert it, been systematically excluded from therevised Treaties. Thisis
duetotheobviousressanceonthepart of themember sateswhich, like
individuals, have astrongingtinct for self-preservation.

If the federal method isthe only one through which it ispossbleto
pursuethe most ambitiousobjectives, which everyone seemsto want to
seeredlized, it isalso clear that the European federation wouldhaveto be
a“ softly-treading” entity, whose competenceswould be limited grictly
to those it would necessarily have to assume in its attempt to forge a
common foreign and security policy and a sngle European economic
policy. All the other competences would remain in the hands of the
federated states. It would not be a*“ superstate” — thisexpresson has
authoritarian connotationsand, for thisreason, issometimesexploitedby
supportersof thenation-satewantingto prevent movementsin afederal
direction —, but instead a state in which all Europeans would be
democratically represented and, thanksto its ability to combine Euro-
pean, national and regional identities, one with which they would feel
abletoidentify. Equally, thisfedera gatewouldhavenothingin common
with certain ambiguous and contradictory formulas that have been
advanced, such asthe* Federation of Nation-Sates’ or the* Federation
of Sovereign Sates,” behindwhich, again, theresometimeslurk support-
ersof thenation-sate.

S who can, redligicaly, begin a movement towards a European
federation? The member states, naturally enough, are inclined to look
after their own interegts, and first and foremost to seek to retain their
sovereignty. Political partiesconfront one another in their bidto win, or
toholdonto, power. Sncethispower isto befoundat nation-statelevel,
this is the level at which political debate unfolds, even when it is a
quegtion of electing the members of the European Parliament.

Unless the European Parliament, strengthened by a postion of
uncontested democratic legitimacy, manages to find within itself the
courageto set itself up asaCongituent Assembly, atrue” Convention,”
all we can do is hope for arepeat of those golden yearsin which the
foundingfathersof Europeanintegration andEurope’ sheadsof sateand
of government were one and the same. Unfortunately, neither scenario
looks likely.

However, even though thereislittle cause for optimism, | feel that it
isour duty to identify correctly the optionsfacing Europe at the cross
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roads it has now reached. To succeed in this duty may in itself be
consdered an important achievement, congtitutingthe premise, at least,
for thereachingof consciousdecisons. But, rhetoricandmisinformation
often prevail andconfusionreigns, exacerbatedby awidespread* corrup-
tion” of theterminology usedin the debate. T hevery expresson “ Euro-
pean Congtitution” isacasein point.

TheConstitutional Treaty.

Thetext of theTreaty esablishingaCongitution for Europe— often,
for the sake of brevity, referredto asthe* European Congitution” —is
longand doesnot makefor easy reading. Its341 pagesinclude over 448
articlesthat bringtogether thearticlesprevioudy includedin the T reaty
on European Union, in the Treaties esablishing the European Commu-
nity andin the European Union’ sCharter of Fundamental Rights; its40
or s0 annexed protocolsoccupy afurther 382 pagesandthereareaso 50
annexeddeclarations, which addafurther 121 pages. T hosewho drafted
the Treaty have clearly failed in one of their objectives which wasto
smplify it and turn it into a streamlined and readily comprehensible
document. Finally, to talk knowledgably about the Treaty establishinga
Congtitution for Europeisdifficult even for thosewho havethewill, and
the knowledge and expertise to do 0. It is practically imposshble for
anyonewho isnot well acquaintedwith thepreviousT reatiesandisthus
unable to appreciate the differences between old and newtexts. Clearly
then, the idea of putting atext of thiskind to referendum, asaround a
dozen of theEuropean member statesplanto do, posestheproblem of the
near impossihility of reducing thiscomplex and mudadled document to a
single question that can be ansveredwith asmple” Yes' or “No.”

Inshort, thenewT reaty isjust another revison — followingthose of
The Snge European Act (1987), of Maagricht (1993), of Amgerdam
(1999), and of Nice (2003) — of the Treaty of Rome and of the Treaty on
European Union. But whereas the previous revisons all sscood out for
some particular achievement (for example, the SEA introduced the
internal market, Maagtricht brought in the single currency and Amster-
dam the agreement on social policy, and Nice marked the gart of the
resructuringof the European ingitutionsin preparation for enlargement
of the EU), it is much more difficult to pinpoint a smilar feature
characterizingtheT reaty establishingaCongtitution for Europe. T hereis
no doubt that it introduces a series of modifications many of which are
necessary and opportune, and on the bass of these alone, it should
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certainly be signed and hopefully be brought into force, but none of the
changes it introduces jugtifies its being referred to, even loosely and
inaccurately, asa” Congtitution.” In particular, neither the fusion of the
three s0-called pillars of the European Union, nor the incorporation, in
Part 11 of the new Treaty, of articlesfrom the present European Charter
of Fundamental Rights, can be deemedto be of “ congtitutional” import.

Other changes include adjusments of the powers of the European
ingitutions and of the sphere of Community competences. All the
previousrevisonsof theT reaty of Romeintroducedchangesof thiskind,
andeven further-reachingones.

There ill remains the problem of the decison-making process
within the European Community, and particularly that of the Council’ s
reaching of decisonshy unanimity or by aqualified mgjority, aproblem
that ought to have been solved in order to prevent paralyss of the
decison-making processfollowing the Union” senlargement to twenty-
fivemembersandalso in order to set the European Union definitively on
the road towards congtitutional/federaist forms of integration. With
regardto thisproblem, we can recall that the Italian government, during
itspresdency of the EU in the second half of 2003, failedin itseffortsto
find a solution acceptable to $ain and Poland (among others), which
were concerned with protecting their national interests.

Thecurrent sysem derivesfromtheNiceTreaty, modifiedby the Act
of Adhesion which came into force on May 14, 2004. In around 50
stuations(all relatingto key areas), it allowsonly unanimousdecisons,
i.e., that require the consensus of al twenty-five member states. For
decisons that can be taken by a qualified majority, the current rules
require the reaching of agiven quota of weighted votes. T hisweighted
voting system has been present since the very gstart of the European
Community andin a Community made up of asmall number of members
it wasalogical solution. With each subsequent enlargement of the Com-
munity, theweightingof thevoteswasadjustedtotakethenewstatesinto
account, but the system itself remained the same. In today’ s25-member
Union, it hasbecomedifficult to manage. Oneneedonly consider thefact
that the so-called blockingminority, that isthe number of votesrequired
to block a decison that must be taken by a qualified mgjority, can
currently bereachedby threelarge statesin alliancewith onesmall state,
including Malta, and that thiscombination isall that it takesto block a
decision by the Council on which all the other twenty-one statesarein
agreement.

Theneedto eliminate the weightedvoting sysem upon the enlarge-
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ment of the EU to twenty-five membersandto replace it with asmpler,
moreefficient system hadbeen evident for alongtime. Indeed, thiswould
have been an important — possbly the only important — innovation
introduced by the new T reaty.

Ingtead, theT reaty establishingtheso-calledCongtitutionfor Europe,
has, in twenty-five cases, retained the unanimity requirement in relation
to decisonsin areasof capital importance — for example, fiscal, socidl,
foreign and security policy, cohesion (i.e., sructura aid), justice and
internal affairs —, thus limiting the chances of progressing towards
deeper forms of integration in these fields. Asregards casesin which
provison ismade for decisonsby aqualified majority, the original text
— not approved—of theDraft Treaty satedthat thesystem of weighted
votingwould beeliminated asfrom November 1, 2009, after which date
any decision by a qualified majority would have to be based on its
ratification by the majority (currently thirteen out of the twenty-five
gates), providingthismajority representedat least 60 per cent of thetotal
population of the EU. Although thisformulawould not have improved
the decison-making processthat much, it would have rendered it more
smple. However, it generated the insurmountable objections of Spain
and Poland, to which | alluded earlier.

Morenegotiationsfollowed. In order to placatetheobjectors(in view
of the need to approve the new Treaty unanimoudy), the formula
ultimately includedwascompletely different (even though 1st November
2009 waskept asthedatefor itsapplication), and, asaresult, muddledand
complex. Indeed, thenew T reaty satesthat “ aqualifiedmajority shall be
defined as at least 55 per cent of the other members of the Council,
representing member states comprisng at least 65 per cent of the
population of the participating member sates” Thus, aslongasthe EU
continuesto have twenty-five members, the agreement of fifteen gates
will berequired (andnot 14 asin the case of the 55 per cent formula). T he
thresholdof thetotal EU populationwasincreasedto 65 per cent to satisfy
Spain and Poland. T o complicate the decison-making processfurther, a
document has, with theagreement of themember s ates, been annexedto
thenewTreaty. T hisdocument satesthat if anumber of membersof the
Council representing the number of member states (or the population
threshold) neededto congitute ablockingminority indicate their oppo-
stion to the Council’ sreaching of adecison by aqualified majority, the
Council will do all it can, “within a reasonable time and without
prejudicing obligatory time limits laid down by Union law,” to reach a
satisfactory solutionthat takesinto account theconcernsof theaforesaid
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members of the Council. This is a contorted way of saying that a
substantial level of unanimity will still have to be sought.

It seems highly unlikely that these rules moreover not applicable
until November 1st, 2009, will help to increase the decison-making
efficiency of aUnion that already hastwenty-five membersand appears
destined to grow, and thereby prevent its machinery from seizing up
atogether. In the meantime, the current system, imperfect by definition
(given the recognition of the need to change it) will continue to be
employed.

Withregardtotheother question, that of thedemocratic deficit, which
I mentionedearlier, the new T reaty doesnot even tacklethisproblem: as
we have seen, thisdeficit can only be eliminated through the attribution
of legidative powersto the European Parliament (or through the direct
election of the Council, which currently holds these powers), in short,
through afederal solution of thekindnoneof themember statescurrently
appearsto favour.

In thisframework, the choice of theterm * Congtitution” for the new
Treaty emerges as particularly unfortunate. It isnot a Congitution be-
causeit doesnot havethenecessary requisites, eitherinform (draftingby
ademocratically elected congtituent assembly), or substance (failureto
makeprovison, inthecongitution, for democratically electedlegidative
bodies). The term “ Congitution” will serve only to alarm and distance
gill further from the European causetheelectorsin somecountries, such
asthe United Kingdom, that plan to put the question of their ratification
of the Treaty to popular referendum. The fact is, there can exis gates
without acongtitution, but not acongitution without astate. Given that
the European Union isnot remotely comparableto afedera sate, totalk
of “Congitution,” in reference to what is nothing more than a fifth
revison of the Treaty of Rome, issmply to sir up perniciousconfusion
andto generateexpectationsor fears(dependingonthepoint of view) that
aretotaly without justification.

Europe at a Crossroads.

In spiteof all theseobservations, it will neverthelessbeagoodthing
if the new Treaty is ratified and comes into force, as it will (like the
previous modifying Treaties) result in certain sorely-needed improve-
ments, of amainly technical nature, to the current stuation. In Italy, it
fals to the Presdent of the Republic to ratify the Treaty, and he is
authorizedin thistask by the Parliament, through aspecial law. T hislaw
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authorizingthisratification by the Presdent also containstheimplemen-
tation order needed for the subsequent incorporation of the Treaty into
Italian law (art. 80 of the Italian Congitution). T hiswas the procedure
adoptedfor the Treaty of Rome andfor subsequent modificationsof the
same. No provison is made for referenda either on the Parliament’ s
authorization of thePresdent’ sratification of international treaties, or on
possiblerepealsof thelawsthat allowsuch authorizations(art. 70 of the
Italian Congtitution). On just one occasion, through a specia Congtitu-
tional law (n. 2 of April 3rd 1989), provison was made for the proclama-
tion of a referendum of orientation in relation to the conferring of a
congituent mandate on the European Parliament, on the occason the
1989 European Parliamentary elections. Were we now, once again,
hypothetically, to consder a Smilar initiative, that is, a referendum of
orientation, it would be essential to focus attention on one question,
smplebut that encapsulatedthechallengescurrently facedby theprocess
of European integration with regard to its progress towards a political
Europe. | will begin by attempting to formulate this question, and then
briefly consider itsimplications. “ Do thecitizensof Italy wish theltalian
gatetorenounceitssovereign prerogativesin mattersrelatingtoforeign,
security and economic policy, and to confer these prerogatives on a
European Unionthat, in thisway, wouldbecomeafederal state, or dothe
citizens of Italy wish to renounce the posshility of a truly European
foreign, security and economic policy, leavingthe European Union, asa
result, to concentrateon exclusively economicformsof integration along
thelinesof astrengthened cussomsunion?’

Let meexplainthisquestion better. T hefirg aternativeisclear: if one
genuinely wantsasingleforeign, security andeconomic policy, andthus
apolitical Europe, it followsthat inthesethreespheresthestateswishing
to follow this course (which, in al probahility, would be far fewer in
number than the current twenty-five) would have to renounce their
national sovereignty and trander it to a new entity that would be
responsble, through ademocratically electedbody, for makingdecisons
in these areas. One may call this entity by many different names, but
subgtantialy it would be a federal state. The other aternative is for
Europeconscioudy to giveup thepossibility of asingleforeign, security
andeconomic policy andconcentrate, ingead, on theformsof economic
integration that haveto date, enjoyed success, andthat would probably
grant the prospect of economic progressandpeaceto amuch larger area
of Europe, which could easly be extended to include yet more states
(Turkey, Russa, Israel, Morocco, etc.).
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But going beyond Community rhetoric andthe effusive tonesof the
Preambleto the Treaty, the Sgning of which Italy hosted, these are the
real terms of the problem. Each of the aternatives presented has its
rationale: theimportant thingisto definecorrectly what, in each case, this
rationaleis, and not to claim that thisnew Treaty givesuseither atrue
Congtitution, or thetrue unitary foreign, security and economic policies
that there haveto beif we areto be ableto talk of apolitical Europe. A
referendum of orientation on these questionswould not weaken Italy’ s
support for aTreaty to whose negotiation it hasmade such ahuge con-
tribution, but it wouldserveto establishwhether thereexist theconditions
that might allowour country to set itself moreambitiousobjectiveswith
regard to its policy on Europe, in the full awareness of what the new
Treaty effectively givesus andaboveall, of that from which it distances
us: the dream of afederal Europe, theinspiration of thefoundingfathers
of the Community of Sx, the dream of apolitical Europe, the“ European
dream” tout court, which doesnot necessarily coincidewith the* Ameri-
can dream.”

Let usreturn, then, tothefedera hypothess. Clearly, if hypotheszing
a federal future was impossble when the European Community num-
beredfifteen stat es(becauseof theconsiderabledivergencesbetweenits
membersandtheradical oppostion on thepart of the United Kingdom),
the question cannot even be put to the European Union” snewest mem-
bers: thesearecountriesthat areenjoyingfreedomsandlibertiestoolong
deniedthem, andwhich they certainly wouldnot bewillingto jeopardize
in thenameof aEuropean Federation. Infact, they arecountriesinwhich,
onthecontrary, srongnationaligictendenciesarenowemerging. T hus,
it isonly within theambit of asmall number of satesthat effortsto found
aEuropean federation have any hope of success, that iswithin the ambit
of a“ hardcore” of gatesthat ultimately comesdown to thesix countries
that first began the processof European integration. | am talkingabout a
European federation that is a vital and active member of a European
Union that might eventually and without reservations be enlarged to
include yet more gates, i.e., a federation within the confederation; a
federationthat al thestatesof theUnion wouldbefree, subsequently, to
joinandthat wouldthusserveasamagnet, attractingall thosestatesthat
shareitsideals. Thisisexactly what happened at the sart of the EEC,
which all the EFT A gtates, includingthe United Kingdom, progressively
joined. Onthebadsof thisprecedent, it iseasy to predict that, if Europe’ s
foundingstatescanfindwithinthemselvesthecourageneededtotakethe
initiative and form thefirg federa core, then gradually al, or amog al,
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the sates of the Union will follow their example andjoin aswell. In this
way, the Union will become a solid and economically well-governed
political reality, founded on popular sovereignty, andaleadingactor on
the world political stage.
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Notes

THE UKRAINE
AND THE GLOBAL EQUILIBRIUM

The particular importance of the fate of the Ukraine derivesfrom the
country’ s highly strategic postion on the international “ chesshoard.”
Indeed, the Ukraine lies on the dividing line between two spheres of
influence, and the recent crisis over itsfuture — to remain part of the
Russian sphere of influence or to become part of the Western world (or
more accurately, the NAT O area) —, hasonly in part been resolved by
the election of the pro-Western candidate, Viktor Y uschenko, as pres-
dent.

A number of factors contributed to the result of these troubled
elections therampant corruption under theKuchmaregime, thedesireon
thepart of most of thepopulation of western Ukrainefor abetter sandard
of livingand ahigher level of economic development, andthe consider-
able pressures, both political and financial, undoubtedly exerted by the
United Sates, the European Union andthe Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), aswell asby some satesin the region,
such as Georgia, Poland and Lithuania, that, for one reason or another,
aready findthemselvesin the orhit of the United Sates. It must also be
recalled that many Western agencies of various kinds were already
present, in different capacities, in the Ukraine, andthat the servicesand
aidthey provided were distributed with equal measures of pro-Western
propaganda. But what it ismost important to highlight, leavingasidethe
reasons for the choice made by the Ukrainian people, isthe probable
impact of this" changeof sdes’ onthefateof theUkraineasawhole, and
on the configuration of the whole global order.

What is at sake, primarily, is the Ukrain€ s geopolitical posdtion.
Firg of all, there can be no doubting the depth of the economic interde-
pendence between the Republic of the Ukraine (amember of the Commu-
nity of Independent Sates) andthe Russian federation: Russiasupplies
35.8 per cent of Ukrainian imports and exercises broad control over its
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energy transportation network. For its part, the Ukraine collaborates
closely with Russiain the arms, aeronautical, and space industries, and
isamajor supplier of the Russan army.

Thetwo areasthussharestrongeconomiclinksthat arecertainly not
going to be dissolved overnight. T he problem isadifferent one. It isa
question of seeinghowthisinterdependence can be managed politically
— particdarly with regard to the two countries collaboration over
sendtive military information — and how the Ukraine might fit into the
regional integration that Russaiscountingon establishingwith Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Armenia. In short, it is a question of seeing whether
Russia can prevent the Ukraine, onceitssolid aly, from turninginto an
unreliablepartner that isready, intheinterestsof theUnitedSates touse
its interdependence with Russa as a means of “holding Russa to
ransom.”

* % %

T heproblem also concernstheUkraine' seconomic development. We
might legitimately ask ourselveswhether the Ukraine, aspart of aunified
economic area, will best serve its objective of increased wealth and
harmonious development by exploiting the economic and political
synergiesthat derive from thisinterdependence, or whether, instead, it
gandsto benefit morefromitsnewroleas” Trojan horse” for the United
Satesvisavis Russa, as NAT O member, and even, in the far-distant
future, asthe most eastern outpost of the European Union (with all the
ambiguities, reciprocal threatsandtensonsthat would accompany this
postion).

But thereiscertainly more at sake than just the economic develop-
ment of the Ukraine. This Stuation throwsinto question not only the
political eguilibrium of the whole of eastern Europe, but also, beyond
this, thevital interestsof Russa. Followingthe dramatic collapse of the
Soviet Union, Russia, avast country with enormousresources, issowly
and laborioudy rebuildingitspower, itsadministrative structure and its
economy. However, beset by hostile neighbours and by secessionist
tendenciesin several of itsrepublics, it hasnowcometo acrossroads. a
point from which it may either recover itspostion asagreat power, with
enormous potential for growth, or spiral into chaos, disntegration and
backwardness. T hisexplainswhy it isof vital importanceto Russia (for
itsvery survival) to prevent the secesson of Chechnya, asmall republic
but onethat islocatedin ahighly strategic position, and equally, why it
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issoimportant to Russato gopitstraditiona aly, theUkraine— amuch
larger country than Chechnya—, from joining the Western camp.

* % %

In the Western world, these developments have been met with two
different attitudes Let usconsder, firgt, that of the United Sates The
United Satesisguided by the theory of political realism, according to
which a power should concentrate, primarily, on trying to weaken as
much as possible al those powers that may congitute athreat to the
maintenanceandstrengtheningof itsown position. Indeed, thisistheidea
that (notwithstanding inevitable concessions due to the size and the
wealth of theRussian federation) hasunderpinned American policy since
the collapse of the Soviet Union — apolicy that hasbeen veiledin the
trangparent hypocrisy of itsmissonto* export democracy.” It wasonthis
basisthat Washington actively and unreservedly lent itssupport to the
presidential campaign of Y ushchenko, and congtantly workedto under-
mine Russa sinfluence in the Ukraine.

But has this policy amounted to correct application of the raison
d’état theory, andfavouredthe proper pursuit of American interestsand
the consolidation of American power in the world? T he ansner to this
guestion can only bethat it hasnot. T hepower of any hegemonic sateis
alimited resource, dependent upon its production capacity, its military
might, itstechnological strength, andthe consensusit enjoysamongits
citizens, aswell asthesupport it isableto generatewithin andoutsideits
own sphere of influence. It isaresource that cannot be used indiscrimi-
nately whenever — and wherever in the world — the hegemonic power
in an areaof conflict findsitself up againg areal or potentia antagoni<.
Because the biggest danger that a great power can face is that of
overdretching itsdf, i.e., of taking on international responshilitiesin
excessof itsresourcesand, asaresult, of beingworn down in itsattempt
—inevitably unsuccessful —to govern haphazardy andin the absence
of acoherent policy an areaof theworldthat istoo bigandthat presents
problemsthat are too numerous and too complex for it to dea with.

Realpolitik certainly cannot be taken to mean sriving to increase
one s own power indiscriminately, whenever the opportunity arises,
ingtead, it shouldbeinterpretedasapatient andrational endeavour whose
purposeisto create and to maintain a sable and lagting international
equilibrium that allows the hegemonic state to digribute its power
resources among the different areas within its sphere of influence,
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accordingtotheir strategicimportance, andto rebuildtheseresourcesas
they are depleted, in such away asto ensurethat itsleadership remains
intact and accepted by itsallies.

Instead, theaim of the United S ates, asit seeksto weaken Russiaby
surroundingit — aswehaveseeninthecaseof theUkraine—with aring
of weak, unstable and unreliable states, is to destroy any possible
equilibrium. And given the United Sates lack of a clear design, this
actionishavingtheeffect of increasng, rather than reducing, the partsof
the world that are in the grip of chaos and disintegration, and thus of
reducing, rather than increasing, theUnited Sates own capacity to lead
aworldthat isbecoming ever more anarchic and unstable.

* % %

Thepostion of the European Union, on theother hand, isof asmilar
orientation but rests on entirely different motivations The European
policy —if we can indeed describe it as such — comparedto the Ameri-
can policy is the policy of a group of powerless and servile states
comparedto that of astatewhich, despiteexhibitingseriousanddanger-
ous deficienciesin itsforeign policy, nevertheless continuesto be the
world smogt important centre of power. Indeed, in the recent Ukrainian
crisis, the European Union playedadubiousandhypocritical role, acting
asthe vanguardin (and asa cover for) NATO' sattempt to control the
Russian federation alongits European and Caucasian borders.

The European Union cannot be said to be playing power politics.
Ingtead, itsaction ismotivated by a sort of “democratic benevolence”
based on the erroneousand dangerousconviction that Western Europe
owesitsrelatively peaceful enjoyment of decades of democracy (snce
the end of World War 1) not to the peculiarities of the international
stuation in which Europe, thanksto the protection of NAT O and the
supremacy of thedollar, founditself through to the end of the Cold War
andbeyond, but to thevery fact of itsimpotence. Accordingto thisview,
thisimpotenceiswhat allowedEuropeto abandon thecanonsof Real politik
and concentrate instead on improving its democratic ingitutions, on
seppingupitsinternational collaboration, andonincreasngtheEurope-
ans quality of life through the redirection of resources away from
military purposes and into peaceful uses the improvement of socia
services, the development and spread of culture, the enrichment of civil
cohabitation.

It can be noted that, paradoxically, this idea began to take root in
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Europe(thanksin part to thetendency of political journalisn—in Europe
and in America— to be easily swayed by power and by fashionable
views) right at the start of the 1990s, in other wordsat thetimewhen the
incapacity of European values to sustain the impact of those of the
English-speaking world, founded on economic efficiency and socia
Darwinism, was becoming macroscopically apparent, precisely because
of the growing divergence of interests between Europe and the United
Sates(nowreflectedin thealarming political, economic andtechnologi-
cal gap that separatesthetwo areas). But thisincontrovertiblefact does
not seem to have influenced in the dightest the skewed perception of
reality of most European politicians and intellectuals, in other words,
their conviction that repeated enlargement of the European Union isa
sign of the political andmoral superiority of European “ soft power” over
American “ hardpower” (asthough theformer couldexist in the absence
of thelatter). Theterms” gate”, “ sovereignty” and” power” , consdered
to belong to the language of international and internal relations of the
nineteenth and the firs half of the twentieth centuries, have been
practically expunged from Europe’ s political vocabulary; meanwhile,
accordingto thisview, Europe hasnow entered a*“ post-modern” stage,
in which it is substantialy free from power ties, these having been
replacedby anetwork of relationsbasednot on lawenforcedthroughthe
sate’ sexercigng of sovereignty, but on the free accord among parties,
Clearly, on thisbess, the enlargement of the European Union to 25, and
inthefutureto 27, 28 or even more members, anditsresulting transfor-
mation into afree trade area, devoid of any binding influence over the
policiesof itsmembers, isregarded asundeniable proof of the successof
this philosophy. At the same time, Europe’ s political unification is
viewedasasupersededstageof history that haslittlebearingeither onthe
wellbeing of the Europeans of today or of tomorrow, or on the stahility
of the global equilibrium.

The case of the Ukraine has helped to clarify the dramatic choice
facing theworld today. Providing it is managed in accordance with the
correct application of the canons of Realpolitik, i.e., with wisdom and
moderation, the clash between the forcesin the field will result in the
emergence of amore stable global equilibrium, which will be destinedto
evolvein thedirection of closer collaboration and broader integration; if
it isnot, wewill sseamarkedincreaseintheingahility andfragmentation
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characterigic of the current global equilibrium. T his second scenario
wouldclearly manifest itself at theexpenseof theinterestsof theRussan
federation, and could have one of only two outcomes. T he firgt, which
wouldemergeshouldtheRussianfederation proveunableto summonthe
srength to react to the insane American and NAT O policy towardsit,
wouldbeaseconddisintegration of Russia(thefirst havingcomewiththe
dramatic collapse of the old Soviet Union) — atragic turn of eventsthat
would turn Russa into avas area of permanent political upheaval, of
economic devagtation, of social ingtability and of civil decline. But it is
an unlikely outcome. Russa is a huge country with vast economic
resources, it hasagovernment that, in spiteof theundoubtedpersistence
of ahigh level of corruption and a strong democratic deficit, iswinning
the support of public opinion, andit iscurrently rebuildingboth itsarmy
anditsadministrativestructure: it will not cavein. But shouldRussiafeel
itsbordersto beincreasingly under threat, it will react by steppingup, in
its own defence, its mohilization of the political, economic and military
resourcesat itsdisposal. Andthiswouldhavetheeffect, ontheonehand,
of interrupting, or dowingdown, thedifficult processof democratization
of theingitutionsand of theway of lifethat iscurrently under way inthe
country, and on the other — and here we refer to the sphere of interna-
tional relations — it would have a negative effect on the already
precariousglobal equilibrium, andleadto therehirth, albeit in newforms,
of the contrapostionsof the past. Andthe European Union, hypocriti-
cally comfortablein theilluson of itsown moral superiority, but in reality
devoid of arole, apolicy and even the dignity of ahit part in the global
drama, would merely look on.

FrancescoRossolillo
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THE EUROPEAN ECONOMY
AND THE CHALLENGE FROM ASIA

1. The Emerging Forces of the World Economy.

Theimportancethat Europehashadover thelast fewcenturiesinthe
promotion of economicdevelopment, thecontributionsit hasmadetothe
emancipation of humanity from poverty and from subsstence-level
living conditions, the successesit has achieved in terms of amodel of
social protection that isunparalleledanywherein theworld, andinterms
of economicandmonetary integrationin an areacoveredby many sates,
cannot and must not allow usto lose sght of the fact that new more
dynamic and powerful subjects are emerging at the international level.
Wecan all plainly seethat thenewreality of our period, over thenext few
decades, risksbeing not the creation of aEuropean economic, monetary
andpolitical pole, but theriseof two Asan giants ChinaandIndia. If the
economic growth of thesetwo Satesremainsat recent rates, within afew
decades we will witness the definitive surmounting of almost five
centuriesof European and colonial domination in Asia Thisisnot only
atrenddiscerniblefrom the appearance and opening up of theenormous
demographicpotential of thesetwo countriestotheopportunitiesoffered
by international trade and technological innovation, but it is also and
above all, execialy for China, the progressve manifestation of the
puissance, through conscious political choices, of two large subconti-
nentson theworld stage.

China and India, after having gained their independence halfway
through the last century, began their dow game of catch-up with the
Western world. In the mid-Seventies of the last century the per-capita
GDP of the Chinese and Indianswas about one twentieth of that of the
Americans. At the beginning of the Twentieth Century the per-capita
income of Chinawas 15 per cent of that of the USA andthe Indian one
washalf of the Chinese. If both these great Asan Sateshavedonealot
to closethe gap in termsof well being, productive capacity andtechno-
logical innovation with respect to the USA and Europe, then China has
undoubtedy been the better performer of the two. Between 1980 and
2003 the Chinese economy grew at an averagerate of 9.5 per cent ayear
(againg 5.7 per cent in India), whileover thesameperiodthe Chineseper-
capitaincome grew by 300 per cent (againg 125 per cent of the onein
India). These are phenomenathat have already occurredin thepast in a
fewAsdan countriesthat, withinageneration, havebeen ableto bridgethe
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enormousgapshetween them andtheWestern economies. T hegrowt h of
China from 1978 to today is comparable to that experienced by Japan
between 1950 and 1970, to that of T aiwan between 1958 and the end of
the Eighties, and to that of South Korea between 1960 and the early
Nineties.

Thefact that the per-capitaproduct in Chinacomparedto that in the
USA today iscomparable to that of South Koreain 1972, of Taiwan in
1966, and of Japan in 1950, isa proof on the one hand of the enormous
efforts made by that country to raise the well-being of its citizens
beginningfrom alower level of development than its Asan neighbours,
and on the other it must make us reflect on the enormous productive,
economic andcommercial potential that it may yet generate. Under these
indicatorsindiaissill way back comparedto China, itsper-capitaincome
comparedto the USA being equal to that reached by Chinain the mid-
Eighties (and in absolute termsequal to that of Chinaat the gart of the
Nineties). In terms of time thisisadelay of about a decade or dightly
more, which countsfor somethingin thebilateral relationsbetween India
andChina, but it doesnot detract fromtheweight that boththesecountries
are bringing to bear internationally. It is no coincidence that various
projections of the growth of the GDP of these two countries show that
they areboth on thevergeof surpassngthe GDP of individual European
countriesby 2015 and of reaching that of the European Union and the
USA by themiddeof thiscentury. Already in 2003 Chinawasthefourth
largest genera exporter in the world and the ninth in the commercial
servicessector (inthesameyear Indiaheldthethirty-first andthetwenty-
first spot respectively). In thisrace the Chinese Sate was shown to be
more effective and ready to invest in human resources (in 2000 China
counted a6 per cent illiteracy rate, againg India s35 per cent), in chan-
nelling and encouraging domestic savings (which represent 44 per cent
of GDP, againg 22 per cent in India), in domegic investments (in
absolute terms China invess eight times more than India in interna
infrastructure, corresponding to three times more in terms of GDP
percentage terms). But the leap forward made by China, that allowed it
tolink upwith theindustrial economies, isbetter representedby another
gatigic: the population of Chineseemployedin agriculturewent from 68
per cent of the total in 1981 to 45 per cent in 2001 (compared to a shift
from 67 per cent to 59 per cent over the same periodin India).

What thismeant andgtill means, not only for theChineseeconomy but
alsofor theentireworldeconomy, will beanalysedschematically shortly.
For thetimebeingthesefactssufficeto showthat theentry of thesetwo
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newentitiesinto theworldmarket andtheglobal balanceof power cannot
beignoredwhen weconsider thefutureof theEuropean economy andthe
problem of how it can be governed.

2. The Unstable Dollar-Renminbi Balance.

Until about twenty yearsago the periphera countriesandtheemerg-
ing Asan markets (except Japan) carried little weight at the world level.
T oday not only havethey becomevery important, but insofar asthey are
of truly continental proportions, in the case of China and India, they
represent forces capable of producing great imbalancesin international
trade and the movement of capital. What are the material bases of this
change?

In the firg place regionsthat until twenty years ago were isolated
worldsall to themselves— the world of the rich regions of Europe, the
USA and Japan on the one hand and that of the Communist Chinese-
Soviet worldon theother — dueto the sudden collapse of the USSR and
the srategic choice made by Chinato simulate itsown development by
basngitself on the promotion of exports— especially towardsthe USA
at firda — began to interact in asingle global market. T hischoice paved
the way for the policies adopted by the other Asian countries. The
aternative strategy could have conssted in attracting capital from the
richest and mogt industrialised regions in order to promote domestic
demand and the absorption of excess labour thanksto a consumption
revolution. But for variousreasonsthispath wasnot chosen. Ontheone
hand the Chinese government itself has had difficulties in promoting
economic andfinancial policies, the successof which wouldin any case
have depended largely on outside help, suited to the magnitude of the
problemsthat neededto besolved. Ontheother handthedetachment from
the political and economic protection of the former-USR first and the
gart of the regional confrontation with America later, srongly condi-
tionedthe Beijing government’ schoicesin termsof production. Finaly
the sate of political and financia impotence Europeans found them-
selvesin hadleft Chinawithout any credibleWesterninterlocutorsat the
financial, commercia and military level other than the USA.

Havingchosen the path towardsdevelopment, andthustheway out
of the pre-industrial stage, it wasamatter of lifeor death for Chinato be
ableto re-employ thelabour that would progressively be made available
followingthe abandonment of agriculture, in productiveindustrial activ-
ity. The imbalances in the exchange rates that we see today between
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dollar/euro andtheother currenciesof themost industrialised countries,
countered by therelative sability in the exchange rates between dollar/
renminbi andthe other Asan currencies, istherefore the reflection of a
material imbalance that has come about internationally, due to the
enormoussizeof thelabour forcethat theAsanregionisintroducinginto
the global industrial production circuit.! T o get an ideaof thesizeof this
excess, andreferringonly to China, weneedto bear in mindthat in order
to survive, the Chinese economic and political syssem mugt in the near
future addressthe problem of how, over thenext two decades, it isgoing
to employ at least two hundred million peoplein industry andtheservice
sector, of whom at least aquarter will contributeto sustainingexports. We
are talking about an additional labour force equivalent to that aready
employedin Europe andin North America and well over that employed
inJapan. It will thereforebethe speedandthe capacity of absorptioninto
the Chinese labour market of this new force (to which we can add the
labour reservescurrently beingcreatedin the other Asian countriesand
in Indiaegecialy) that determinestheinternational trade and monetary
balances and imbalances of the next few years. But the speed and the
capacity of absorption of theChineselabour forcewill inevitably depend,
aswell asfrom the choicesthat the Chinese government isgoing carry
out, onthepoliciesof tradeandeconomic cooperation or conflict that the
other world actors, particularly the USA, will decide to pursue.

For the time being, notwithgtanding the facade of protest, the USA
benefit from thisstuation, beingthe holdersof thecurrency of reference
fortheso-callednewAsian Bretton Woodsareathat hasest ablishedit self
by now around the dollar-renminbi relationship: it isprecisely thanksto
theflow of Adan investmentsinto America— especially in theform of
purchased UST reasury Bonds—that the USA have been ableto afford
to fund their colossal trade deficit and the upkeep of their military
apparatus. At the same time, precisely because the USA are well aware
of the potential of Chinese development and of the fact that China
represents a competing pole of power at both the regional and global
levels they havenointerest in developingasincerepolicy of cooperation
with the Chinese government, andthey do not missthe chancetotry to
contain its technological and military expansion. Just as the Russan-
American conflict of the last century was characterised by the equilib-
rium of nuclear fear, today the head-to-head between Americaand China
ismanifesedin theform of anew precarious” balance of financial fear.”
On the one hand the Chinese Central Bank tries to avoid a sudden
devaluation of the dollar that wouldtrandate into a colossal lossof the
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valueof itsenormousreservesandinvestmentsin theUScurrency: it has
been calculatedthat arevaluation of therenminbi agains the dollar of 30
per cent would mean Chinalosing capital equivalent to 10 per cent of its
GDP. On the other hand, the UST reasury iscounting on the possihility
of continuingto sell itsbondsto the Asian countries, to beableto cover
the American worrying and growing twin deficit — that is a federal
budget deficit with a Smultaneous current account deficit — without
havingto resort to unpopular and draconian measures.

Europe, not having any continent-wide strategy and certainly not
being able to carry out aforeign policy towardsthe Asian world based
smply on the expanson of the European Union, isdestinedto remain at
the mercy of thereault of the contest between the USA and China. One
only needs to consder that if the Chinese government continues its
srategy of diluting, over atwenty or so year period, the absorptioninto
industrial production of the labour currently underemployed mainly in
thecountryside, thiswill alowtheentry into thelabour market every two
yearsof anewlabour forceaslargeasthat already employedin countries
likeFranceor Italy. T hisisaprocessof unprecedented scale, but whose
nature, it seems, should be well-known to Europeans, since something
similar allowedthem to pursuepost-war reconsgtruction anddevelopment
under the umbrella of the dollar.

In the Sxties, Jacques Rueff, former deputy governor of the Bank of
France, thussummarised thefinancial relationsbetween Europeansand
Americans. “When a country with a key currency has a deficit in its
balance of payment — that isto say, the United Sates, for example— it
paysthecreditor country dollars, which endup with itscentral bank. But
the dollarsare of no usein Bonn, or in Tokyo, or in Paris. Thevery same
day, they aredl re-lent totheNewY ork money market, sothat they return
totheir placeof origin... If | hadan agreement with my tailor that whatever
money | pay him he returnsto methe very same day asaloan, | would
have no objection at al to ordering more suitsfrom him.” 2 In short this
iswhat ishappeningnowbetween theUSA andAsa. Inthe SxtiesRueff,
General de Gaulle’ seconomic adviser, not beingableto seeany way out
at the European level, and wishing to maintain French national sover-
eignty, proposed an unrealigtic return to the gold sandard as away of
releasngthe European economiesfrom the dollar. T oday Europeansdo
have an instrument and, accordingto some, thisisalready in operation.
TheEuroisin fact increasingitsweight in thereservesof central banks,
andRussaispreparedto haveitsoil paidfor in Euros. Neverthelessthe
timid rise of the Euro does not depend on itsforce and credibility asa
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reserve currency, but on the fact that the enormousreserves of dollars
accumulated by the Asan central banks (estimated to be about 1800
billion dollarsin 2004, of which almog athird are held by the Chinese
Central Bank) are beginningto be asource of growing preoccupation in
viewof afeareddevaluation of thedollar. T hisishowthe decison taken
by theChineseCentral Bank last year to reduceitsreservesin dollarsfrom
80to 75 per cent shouldbeinterpreted, asit diversfiedtheremainder into
euros, Snissfrancs, poundsandyen. Inany casetheset up of theso-called
Bretton Woods 2 centred on the dollar-renminbi relationship, will not be
influenced by the Euro because thereisno power behind the European
currency. Everyone is waiting for a rupture of the fragile monetary
balance that has been established between the dollar and the renminbi,
either due to the exploson of uncontrollable social and economic
demandstriggered by thetumultuousandcontradictory domestic devel-
opment that are forcing the Beijing government to change itsinterna
tional policy, or dueto acrissof trust towardsthe dollar and American
policy .2 At thesametimeeveryoneishopingthat thenext monetary criss
will haveasoft landingaswell ashopingfor spontaneousandcoordinated
international policiesto be implemented to set more secure and stable
exchange rate relations between the currencies.

But in thisframework the European Union doesnot seem to haveany
power of influenceover thecourseof events, andcan only watchandwait.
Thisisthe reault of the lack of a credible European monetary and eco-
nomic government.

3. How Can we Make Europe a Player Once Again?

What credibility doesamonetary union have without a Sate? How
longcanit last?Canwelimit ourselvesto governingwhat wehave, asking
for thebudget of theUnionto beincreasedalittleandtryingto appeal to
theapplication of strategiesborn aroundthe cooperation of afew Sates
(like that of the Delors plan and the Growth and Sahility Pact of the
Nineties, or likethe Lisbon strategy in thismillennium)?Isit possbleto
transform the European Commission into a true European government
through asmplereform of the Treaties? Or should we gill be trying to
tackle andresolve the issue of creating a new framework of power from
which to govern the budget, fiscal policies, development plansandthe
settingof regulations?

Ogtenshly these are questionsthat up to now Eurosceptic and anti-
federalistshave been most seriousabout asking, but which people who
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demand more Europe should also begin to serioudy ask themselves.

One only needsto make a rapid analyss of the sate of European
economicandmonetary union to understandthat itssurvival hangsby a
thread. Moreover, the only known example of a successful monetary
union —ironicaly recalledin thereport by the British T reasury drawn up
in 2003 to providean opinion on theexisenceor otherwise of conditions
for Britain’ sentry into theeuro — isthe oneinitiated and consolidated
intheUnited Satesof America.* It isnot acase of drawingamechanical
parallel between the evolution time of the monetary and economic
ingitutionsof theUSA andthoseof Europe. It isdifficult to giveaprecise
date for the gart of monetary union in the USA by referring purely to
descriptionsof individual ingtitutionsandpolicies. Many of thefeatures
of the current European Monetary Union were not even present in
America before the reform of the Federal Reserve in 1935. But nobody
can say America did not have a monetary, fiscal and economic policy
prior to that year. Granted that the evolution of the instruments of
monetary, fiscal and economic policy management (i.e. the government
of theeconomy) in North America, happened gradually andin response
to specificrequirementsandcrises, but it wasborn anddevelopedwithin
a continental federal state framework that alowed the formation and
expresson of apolitical will adaptedto first establishing, then consoli-
datingandthen projectingall theinstrumentsfor governingmonetary and
economicuniontotheres of theworldover thecourseof thelast century.
Andthesecret of thissuccessultimately liesinthefact that, thankstothe
federal system, theaction of such agovernment startedout andremained
directly linked to the citizens and not to the member states of the
Federation. T hedollar, the Federal Reserve, thefiscal andbudget policy,
development and innovation policies, for better and for worse, are ill
perceivedasbeingtheexpresson of thewill of the American citizensand
not of the member states of the American Federation.

Such a framework of power and a direct link between continental
federal government and citizens is quite far from being a redlity in
Europe.

All thisshouldleadusto reflect ontheimposshility of separatingthe
issue of creatinga continental federa government of the economy from
that of creating a European Federal Sate: more specifically we cannot
establish the former without first having created the latter.

Building the European Federal Sate istherefore the firg aim for all
those Europeansthat on the one hand are becoming aware of the great
changesunderway asaresult of theentry intoworldhistory of theforces
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unleashedby Asia, andthat ontheother arebecomingincreasingly aware
of the need to create a more balanced and just multipolar world. But in
orderto set off alongthisroad, they must firstly decideassoon aspossible
why (i.e. to promote which values), and with whom (i.e. between which
countries of the European Union) they must begin to buildit.

FrancoSpoltore
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Thirty YearsAgo

THE ROLE OF THE INSTITUTIONS
IN THE STRUGGLE FOR EUROPE

FRANCESCO ROSSOLILLO

T heexistenceof theFederalist Movement can bejustifiedonthebass
of a certain idea about relations between political ingtitutions — i.e.
between the mechanisms that regulate the struggle for power and the
decison-making processt — andcivil society. My aim in thisessay isto
make this idea explicit and to highlight the consequencesthat arisein
order to definethe crucial termsof our strategy.

Theproblemisthereforenot only theoretical. Intheinternal debateof
the Movement there arerecurring disagreementson fundamental strate-
gic orientations. Periodically it isargued whether the foundation of the
European Federation shouldbe considered our only strategic objective;
when it comes to choosing its means the Movement is accused of
“ingitutionalism.” The concept of “ the European people’ asa protago-
nist of the processof integration andasthe ultimateterm of reference of
our actionisalso questioned.

All these problems are grictly linked with that of the relationship
between political ingitutionsandcivil society. T hisdebateisthereforeof
immediateimportanceto the political debatewithin the Movement. T his
essay will therefore addressfirstly the fundamental problem and subse-
guently itsrepercussonson three essential elementsof our strategy, the
objective, the meansandthe political front.

* Publishedinll Federalista, XVII (1975), no. 3.
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The ingitutions, in so far asthey do not only exist on paper, but
actualy work, are the rules of the game of politica life, that is the
channelsthrough which the demandsemergingin civil society from the
dialectic of classes, ranks, groupsand individualstake the specific and
consciousform of political choices, guided assuch by an orientation of
values. T hismeansthat these samedemandsgo from beinggeneric social
issues to being precise political issues, i.e. elements of a situation of
power. A specific ingitutiona order therefore defines the permanent
aspect of adtuation of power, andit doesso bothintermsof itsstructure
(regime), and with respect to its spatial ambit (community).

In normal political life, struggles develop within the framework of
exiging ingtitutions, which set out their rules themselves and allow
aternative choices to emerge, under the drive of social forces, around
which the conflict develops. T heingitutional order assuch istherefore
not asubject of debateinthepolitical struggle, it isacceptedby theparties
in conflict.

This means that, in normal political life, the ingitutional order is
supported by the consensus of all competing political forceswithin its
framework, and therefore by the vast mgjority of social forces whose
demandsthe former mediate. Often it isan implicit consensus, precisely
because it is general, while the energies of political forces and the
attention of public opinion arepolarisedby theissuesof the conflict. But
thismakesit no lessreal.

A functioning ingitutional order therefore reflectsthe fact that the
political and social forces confronting each other within its framework
each recognise the other’ slegitimacy to exist assuch. Thismeansthat
each of them recognises, in principle, the legitimacy of those values
ecifically heldby theothers. Theingitutional order therefore delimits
the sphere of the social valuesshared by all the componentsof society,
and as such removed from the political struggle. These are the values
underlying the coexistence of asocial body.

Thegeneral consensusisthereforethe social foundation supporting
theingitutions. It isthe distinguishing element of the political struggle
insde the Sate — the ingitution of ingitutions — from war among
Sates to theextent to which theformer involvesonly part of thevalues
of aparticular social body — those not materialisedin the ingitutional
order — while the latter involves the very physca exisgence of the
societiesinvolved.
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When the general consensusstartsto fail wehaveacrisisofinstitu-
tions. T hishappenswhentheevolution of themeansof productioningtils
in civil society newideals, needsand fermentsthat the existingingitu-
tional order isnolonger ableto transforminto political choices. T hismay
happen both because within civil society new productiveforcesemerge
which are then gructuraly excluded by exiging ingitutions from the
political struggle—andin thiscaseit istheregimethat entersinto criss
because the spatial ambit in which the social forcesinteract and conse-
quently in which new organisational needs emerge is broadened, while
the ingitutiona order remainslimitedto its primordial sSze. In thiscase
we have a criss of community. It goeswithout saying that the second
hypothesisismoreradical than thefirst, since crissof community aso
means crigs of regime (where “regime”, in this context, does not have
theabstract connotation of democratic or dictatoria regime, etc., but the
concretesignificanceof thespecific power sructureoverwhelmedby the
criss); whilst it does not work the other way round.

Thecrigsof theingitutional order isalso always, by itsvery nature,
acrigs of the values underlying civil coexisence. T he inahility of the
ingitutionsto expressthe real needs of civil society resultsin political
debatelosngtouchwithreality andpointingstofalsealternatives. Onthe
other hand, the same demands arising in civil society, because they
cannot beexpressedthroughtheexistingingitutional channelsandenter
into the political debate, remain frustrated and debased. Any impulses
towardsrenewal then become blind anarchic convulsons. The needfor
order and discipline degeneratesinto repressve and brutally authoritar-
ian outbursts.

T hisstuation continuesuntil theconditionsfor general consensusare
again created towardsan alternative ingitutional order, ableto trandate
the new social redlity into political terms. The momentsin higory when
these conditionsreform are revolutionary moments. Every revolution is
thereforethedraftingof anewsocial contract, through which apeoplecan
reformulate the fundamental rules of their coexisence.

Revolutions are the moments in which civil society becomes con-
cious, in theingitutionsit formsfor itsalf, of thetransformationsit has
undergone. T herefore they are always made with the consensus of the
vas majority of the people, againg the resgance of a last, small
reactionary fringe, taking refuge in the old ingitutional order. T hisfact
is often my<tified by a hisgoriography that would like to portray every
revolution asacivil war, but whoseverity resonateswith each of thegreat
revolutions of the past. Moreover, if istrue that an ingitutional order



48

definesasituation of power, it isalsotruethat the social groupsexcluded
from it are excluded from power, and therefore also from the power to
produce changesin theingtitutions. T hischange can only happen when
thecrisisof consensusinvolvesthevery social groupsholding power.

By transformingtheingitutionsandallowingthenewneedsthat have
grown in society to be expressed and to be trandated into political
choices, a revolution always entails an irruption of new values into
hisgory. T hese sameferments, apprehensonsandaspirationsthat inthe
old framework could only be expressed by blind anarchic convulsions
putting the whole social fabric into crigs, in the new scheme of things
become the material basisfor anew system of values. Thisiswhy the
great revolutionsof the pagt, despiteall havinghadtheimmediate result
of aningitutional transformation, havealso been themomentsin history
when modern man has radically reformulated hisimage of himself asa
social being.

These condderations already provide an answer to the problem of
determiningthe strategic objective of our struggle. When facedwith the
reality of acrisssuch asthe one European Satesare experiencing, the
problem anyonewantingto overcomeit hasto resolvecan beput inthese
terms. It meansidentifyingthe nature of the crigs, i.e. the way in which
theseparation between civil society andingtitutional order isplayedodt;
and conseguently identifyingtheingitutional transformation neededto
redressthis.

To rave on, like some of our friends do, about plansfor the global
trandformation of society isasgn of aradical incomprehenson of the
multiform and unpredictable ways in which humanity matures in the
course of history. Society, Proudhon used to say, may only transform
itself thanks to the daily efforts of each member, thanks to artigic
creation, scientific production, technological innovation, moral leaps,
religious sentiments, in aword thanks to the infinitely varied formsin
which lifemanifessitself andwhich never letsitself behemmedin by the
confinesof schemesinventedby third-ratedemiurges. T hisalso goesfor
authoritarian regimes, they may restrain or dow down the spontaneous
evolution of society, but when they appear to bedrivingit forward, they
areinfact merely guidingamovement that originatesin theindependent
motivations of civil society.

The federalist hypothesis was born and kept alive precisely by
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acknowledgingthat European society changed, andisstill changingand
that itschange wasso profoundasto maketheingitutional structure of
thenation stateradically inadeguatefor expressngitsneeds. T hisisthe
root of the profound political crissin which Europe findsitself today,
also aprofoundcrisisof values. For thisreason federalistshaveidentified
their task asastruggleto reach beyondthenation stateandto foundthe
European Federation.

Of courseit remainstruethat inddeevery ingitutiona sructurethere
are gill aternatives of government, some of which are preferable to
others It remains true that within the European federal framework the
conflict between partieswill spring up again; the dialectic between party
of order andparty of movement. What isnot true, ontheother hand, isthat
thisbanal observation necessarily involveseventhedightest revision of
the definition of our strategic objective. Thisisthe view of those who
maintain that the federal solution in Europe should be considered desir-
ableonly on thecondition that aspecific sector of thepolitical spectrum
can monopolisethe newingitutiona sructure.

If it istrue, asindeedit is, that the higoricaly crucia contradiction
today in Europeisthat between the European dimenson of theproblems
andthenational dimension of theingtitutions, it isalso truethat, referring
back to the well-known sentence of the Ventotene Manifesto again, the
aternative between progressand reaction today in Europe can be iden-
tifiedwiththealternative between European unification andpreservation
of thenation gate.

Withinthischoiceall thefundamental valuesat thebas sof European
civilisation are at sake, and thusits very survival. In the face of the
immense historical importance of this alternative, government choices
will be present in the new ingitutional framework which, from ahistori-
cal perspective, and despite howmuch it may shock someof our friends,
may have only the most inggnificant nuances.

Moreover, amongthevaluesat sakein the choicefor Europe, there
isalso that of democracy. Oneof thefundamental convictionsjugtifying
the exigence of the Federalis Movement isthat democracy in Europe
only has a future in a federal framework. The principle that founds
democracy ishowever that the welfare and progress of civil society are
promotedtothegreatest degreeby thealternation of thepartiesin power.
Acknowledgingthisinvolvesacknowledgingthat all the parties— apart
from those of course that aim to destroy democracy — have aright to
citizenship in the political sysem andthey have a postiveroleto play.
T hisinturn meansthat thepeaceful development of social forcesdoesnot
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dependonthepredominanceof oneparty over theother, but rather onthe
balance between the parties, as shown by the history of the greatest
western democracy, the British one.

Thetruthisthat today thenation satefrustratesboth thegreat liberal
vauesof theruleof law, the public pirit, autonomy from power, andthe
great socialist valuesof social progress, equality, theemancipation of the
proletariat. Furthermore the battles between right and left wings do not
have a content that is defined once and for all, but their contents and
valuesvary accordingto the concrete historical stuation in which they
develop. What isat sake in the struggle for Europe isthe objective of
creating a new platform that gives the right wing something worth
conserving and the left wing concrete prospects of renewal, i.e. that
brings back areal meaningto the valuesof both.

Theonly chanceof beingableto negatethisconclusion theoretically
isto deny that today in Europethe contradiction between the European
dimenson of theproblemsandthenational dimenson of theingitutions
is the fundamental contradiction. Or to affirm that there are also other
contradictionsjust ascrucial andthat, becausethey areindependent from
that between the nations and Europe, denote other fronts and other
alliances But in theformer case one departsfrom the federalist hypoth-
ess andinthelatter onecondemnsone’ sstruggleto failurea priori.By
attributingthem with contradictory objectives, one splitsthe aliance of
one’ salliesandreinforcesthat of one’ senemies.

Anyone who wants to remain coherently within the fold of the
federalis hypothesis must therefore recognise that the only srategic
objective of our gruggleisthe foundation of the European federation.

v

Let usnow address the issue of means. The nature of the meansa
revolutionary movement must hasto employ isdefined by the particular
character of thecontradiction that characterisestherevolutionary sStua-
tion assuch.

Wehaveseenthat theneedsandfermentsthat developincivil society
from the dialectics of its componentstake the precise form of political
choices T hey thereforebecomethepolitical will, only if, andto theextent
towhichthey aremediatedby asuitableingtitutional order. Wehaveaso
seen that what characterises a revolutionary Stuation is the loss of
correspondence between civil society andingtitutions; andthat conse-
quently, the Srategic objective of every authentic revolutionary exploit
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isto carry out an ingtitutional transformation that restores correspond-
enceson ahigher plane.

T he accomplishment of thistranformation however requiresa pre-
cisepolitical will to takeshape, i.e. theimplicit general consensusfor the
new ingitutional order that develops spontaneoudy in revolutionary
Stuationshasto become conscious, aprecise choice must be outlined.

The contradiction liesin thefollowing. If ageneric widespread sate
of mind becomes political will only in the presence of suitable institu-
tions, the political will that needsto be emanatedin order to realise the
ingitutional transformation presupposes the exisence of those same
ingtitutionswhose creation it needsin order to be formed.

T hiscould seem to be an absolute contradiction if the great revolu-
tions of the past — and our own experience — did not show us quite
clearly that in higory thereisalso room for liberty to springforth. It is
however essential to keep in mind their terms because without this
awarenessno revolutionary strategy can succeed.

Let ustherefore, in light of dl this, try to identify the specific “ logic
of the dtuation” in which we find a movement aiming to create a
transformation of theingitutional framework, by comparingit with that
in which parties normally work.

The gstuation in which a party working in a specific ingitutional
framework hasto developitsstrategy presentstwo congants. T hefirg is
thefact that, in o far asit doesnot question the framework of political
struggle— reflecting, aswe have seen, on thevaluesof the social life of
general consensus— it triesto interpret conflicting demands, i.e. those
that concerntheinterestsandvaluesof onepart of theelectorateagaingt
the interestsand values of another part. T he secondisthefact that the
exiging ingitutions — through the electoral mechanism — allow the
consensus of the party to beimmediately transformed into power.

It followsthat, in the grategy of aparty, thereisa substantial co-
incidence between thetime of the recruitment of forcesand that of their
employment. T heelectoral strategy of aparty isthereforeplayedoutinthe
attempt of wideningitsbase of consensusamongtheelectorate asfar as
possihle, disseminatingits” contents’ andmakingthem attractiveto the
largest possiblenumber of voters. Havingreachedthisobjective, therest
flowsnaturally, asconsensusistransformedimmediately into votes, and
votesinto power. T hereis inacertain sense, anidentification of strategy
andpropaganda.

Thecongant factorsof the Stuation in which amovement, tryingto
create anew political framework of struggle, hasto work out itsstrategy
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arecontrary to theonesthat precedeit. Firgly, aswe have seen, abattle
seeking ingitutional transformation — in o far as it is higorically
justified— presupposesthe existence of an ailmost universal consensus
— even if only avirtual one — for the objective it wishesto achieve.
Secondly, the very nature of therev