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Questions and proposals concerning the political responsibility of the European Union for the international financial order in view of sustainable development and social cohesion



The year 1994 marks the 50th anniversary of the Bretton Woods conference which inaugurated the present world economic and financial system and its institutions, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank and what later became the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), now the World Trade Organisation (WTO). Since then important changes have taken place, in particular the transnationalisation of the global capital markets making political regulation and taxation difficult, if not impossible, and creating more and more economic instability. The debt crisis is causing evermore human and social suffering in the South and the East, and there is increasing structural unemployment and degradation of social conditions in the West as well. The global ecological crisis is gathering momentum.
This is why we non-governmental organisations (NGOs), churches and grassroots organisations consider to put to you, as representatives of the European Parliament and the European Commission, the following questions and proposals.

PART I:

THE POLITICAL RESPONSIBILITY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION FOR THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL ORDER WITH RESPECT TO SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOUTH 

As the EU develops into a political and monetary union it will have co-responsibility for the international financial order and for development policy as well as for the consistency of both. Meanwhile the finance ministers of the EU member states carry the political responsibility for international monetary institutions and policies. This period of transition, therefore, is a time when actors of civil society must engage in a dialogue with those politically responsible for possible changes in the future. Grassroots movements, solidarity movements, the churches and other NGOs take the perspective of the impoverished parts of society and of the endangered environment. There can be no doubt that the present system has led to more and more impoverishment of ever larger sectors of the world population and to more and more ecological destruction while at the same time wealth has been accumulated by fewer and fewer actors. As for the monetary system, dangers have arisen for every country because the transnational financial markets have moved from nearly every political control and taxation. By the processes of deregulation particularly since the 1980ies they have developed highly speculative and unstable patterns to such a degree that a global crisis might arise at any time.
This is the reason why many respected institutions have developed proposals for a new international financial and economic order 50 years after the Bretton Woods Conference which inaugurated the present one. Among these we mention: 

· UNDP, Human Development Report 1992 and 1994 

· EC-Commission, FAST-Programme, Towards a New Bretton Woods, 1993 (Doc. FOP 325) 

· EC-Parliament, Resolution on International Monetary Cooperation, 14/12/93 (Doc. A3-0392/93/PV48II v. 15.12.93/PE177.122)

It is significant that all of them contain elements of Keynes' original proposals for the Bretton Woods Conference which were intended to provide mechanisms for a more balanced development of world economy. This European proposal was not accepted, however, by the USA, which at that time was the only economic and financial super-power. This situation has changed. The EU member states collectively and Japan carry weight today with the USA.
The UNDP distinguishes long-range and transitional changes in order to develop a viable political strategy. In the following questions and proposals we maintain this distinction.

A. What is your response to the following long-range questions and proposals from the perspective of your political responsibility?
1. Should and how can there be a democratic UN "Development Security Council"/Economic Security Council (with the participation of popular movements and NGOs) 

· introducing new criteria of assessment for economic effectiveness, oriented towards sustainable development including social and ecological indicators 

· introducing a new global tax system, incorporating these indicators, for social redistribution (including reparation for 500 years of inequitable trade) and for ecological sustainability 

· introducing adequate trade-related measures at a global level in order to create a more balanced and just exchange of commodities and services between the North and the South (according to the Human Development Report 1992 the developing countries are annually losing about US$ 450 billion as a consequence of imperfect world markets and unequal partnership between the North and the South in addition to the US$ 50 billion net capital transfer resulting from debt servicing. These US$ 500 billion losses are ten times higher than the US$ 50 billion of all development aid taken together)?

2. Should and how can there be a tax on surplus countries who do not rebalance their trade relations through increased imports from their deficit trading partners within a given time (cf. Keynes)? 

3. Should and how can the IMF be transformed into a democratically established global central bank linked together with a system of regional and national central banks respectful of political, social and ecological priorities and responsible to the respective ministries (or other political institutions) of economy and planning with, among others, the following functions: 

· issuing of a global currency, like the special drawing rights (SDRs), as "parallel money" to national/regional ones independent of anyone or more dominant national/regional currencies 

· controlling the actors on the transnational capital markets in terms of securities in the credit business, making speculation against national central banks impossible etc. 

· giving short-term credits for trade balance deficits?

4. Should and how can the World Bank be changed into a global structural development fund not issuing credits but redistributing global taxes on interests and speculation in the transnational markets, the peace dividends, eco-taxes and gains made through unequal opportunities in the markets by analogy with the European Structural Funds? How could people's organisations be included in the mechanisms of distribution in the beneficiary countries?

If you do not agree with these kinds of new institutions and regulations what is your long-range perspective in order to overcome the following problems and potentially devastating effects of the present system?
· the undemocratic character of the IMF and the World Bank 

· the inability of most countries to overcome their trade deficits 

· the difficulty, if not impossibility of taxing gains on transnational markets 

· the impossibility of securing a sound credit business on transnational markets 

· the impossibility of a European development policy with social and ecological indicators within the present monetary system 

· the net capital transfer from poor to rich countries and capital owners through credits of the IMF and the World Bank.


B. What is your response to the following short-range questions and proposals from the perspective of your political responsibility? 

1. What measures could be taken to democratise the Bretton Woods institutions within the present system? 

2. With regard to overcoming the debt crisis in order to stop its devastating economic, social and ecological effects on the over-indebted countries in the South and the East, what is your response to the following measures: 

· amortising the debt owed to Western States realising that the debt, incurred particularly in the past twenty years, has in effect been repaid through spiralling interest rates, one of the effects of which would be to reduce the pressure on workers in those countries migrating to industrialised countries 

· giving tax deductions on non-payable debt only to those banks which cancel that debt (instead of nominally maintaining them) 

· developing an insolvency law for public actors such as indebted states (by analogy with chapter 9 of US insolvency laws, cf. K. Raffer's proposals) 

· abolishing bank secrecy not only for drug but also for capital flight money, closing tax havens for flight capital and helping return the capital flight money of corrupt elites to the indebted countries by international agreements 

· developing an international system of legal assistance against corruption, capital and tax flight establishing an "economic interpol" and enlarging the mandate of the International Court of Justice to deal with economic and financial issues arising from relations between states, e.g. including court trials against governments which support flight of capital and taxes 

· letting the International Court of Justice decide on the legality of the debt of those countries where undemocratic governments (partly installed and supported by the West, as in Brazil, Guyana and the Philippines) have contracted debts in unconstitutional ways 

· allowing international teams to negotiate the conditionality of debt rescheduling.

3. With regard to structural adjustment programmes: 

· leaving aside the neo-liberal model which has proven to be not only economically ineffective but in many respects crippling and instead including social and ecological criteria 

· supporting those countries which try "Alternative Adjustment Programmes" (ASAPs) including not only social and ecological criteria but soliciting the participation of the people as is occuring presently in Guyana 

· again delinking the Lom‚-agreements from the neo-liberal structural adjustment model and relying rather on alternative structural adjustment programmes 

· abandoning the imposed export orientation in agriculture as one of the crucial elements of the structural adjustment programmes and instead ensuring food security and environmental protection in the South as well as a more mixed economy which would be environmentally sustaining.

4. With regards to Transnational Corporations: 

· combatting the development of cartels and oligopolies through more effective international laws, institutions and judiciary systems because they change the terms of trade even more to the detriment of the South and the East 

· combatting transfer price manipulation which eludes proper taxation 

· strengthening the structural funds for the stabilisation of the prices of raw materials 

· ensuring that host countries which provide the infrastructure for the functioning of TNCs should have an adequate share of taxation.

If not these, which other measures would you propose?


PART II:

THE POLITICAL RESPONSIBILITY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION FOR THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL ORDER WITH RESPECT TO EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL COHESION WITHIN EUROPE 

As the EU develops into a political and monetary union it will have co-responsibility for the international financial and economic order. This includes responsibility for employment and social cohesion within Europe. Under the present system the gap between poor and rich has widened in Europe as well. Structural unemployment and new forms of poverty are growing, public over-indebtedness leads states to cut social benefits. On the other hand, banks are increasing their profits and capital is able to avoid taxes and speculate against central banks by using the mechanisms of the transnational markets. Moreover, the stability of the financial system is being undermined by financial "innovations" and speculations on the deregulated markets. This is one of the reasons leading the European Parliament to pass the above-mentioned resolution of Dec. 14, 1993. However, this resolution only looks at the dangerous effects of the globalisation and deregulation of transnational private capital on the political control of monetary institutions and the stability of the financial system. The socio-economic aspects of this phenomenon must be dealt with as well.

A. What is your response to the following long-range questions and proposals from the perspective of your political responsibility?
1. Should and how can there be an alternative global monetary and economic system which can responsibly deal with the globalisation of capital as sketched out under I.A.1., and taking into account the interests of the European societies? Particularly, how could there be a new cooperation between the EU, the USA and Japan to develop this new system as suggested by the EU Parliament? 

2. Should and how can the trend towards complete detachment of the central bank system from political control be reversed and the political responsibility for social cohesion be reinforced? The present trend gives unfair advantages to owners of capital and the strong currency countries and regions. 

3. Should and how can traditional smallholder agriculture, the landscape, rural economies and natural resources be protected in Europe, when the large-scale export-oriented agrobusiness is increasingly being strengthened and when agricultural policies continue to be deregulated, thus dismanteling all forms of agricultural protection?


B. What is your response to the following short-range questions and proposals from the perspective of your political responsibility?
1. Should and how can compulsory registration of financial assets and accounting of financial profits be introduced? 

2. Should and how can tax havens for flight capital be closed either by taxing the tax havens or by prohibiting capital export to these places? 

3. Should and how can bank secrecy be abolished not only for drug but also for capital and tax flight money? 

4. Should and how can the profits on interest and speculation as well as the use of natural resources be taxed globally in a comprehensive system? 

5. Should and how can there be an international system of legal assistance against corruption, capital and tax flight? 

6. Should and how can the mandate of the International Court of Justice be enlarged to deal with economic and financial issues arising from relations between states, e.g. including court cases against governments which support capital and tax flight? 

7. Should and how can an "economic Interpol" be developed in order to combat capital and tax flight, corruption, economic crime etc.? 

8. How can the EU strengthen the public tax offices in order to efficiently curb tax flight — one of the main factors behind the deficits in public budgets leading towards a policy of social cutbacks? 

9. Should and how can the tax system in the EU be reformed towards getting higher taxes on gains from financial assets and real estate and, on the other hand, decreasing the tax burden on productive labour and capital? 

10. Should and how can transfer price manipulation, the development of cartels and oligopolies be combatted through more effective international laws, institutions and judiciary systems? 

11. Should and how can TNCs be made more transparent especially in relation to transfer of assets? 

12. Should and how can the EU further the participation of workers in decision-making through legally assured transnational workers' organisations matching the transnational structure of capital? 

13. Should and how can consumers be more effectively protected against the misuse of the power of commercial banks, while at the same time giving tax advantages to alternative banks? 

14. How can the EU support small farmers on marginal land and thus avoid the countryside becoming deserted, instead of subsidizing strong agricultural enterprises in well-endowed areas? 

15. Should and how can comprehensive EU instruments be developed that will protect the rights and welfare of migrant workers to live and work in the EU member countries?


If you do not agree with these proposals what other institutional and political measures do you propose in dealing with the monetary causes of structural unemployment and social problems?

HEARING PART I:

THE POLITICAL RESPONSIBILITY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION FOR THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL ORDER WITH RESPECT TO SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOUTH
FOREWORD

The year 1994 marked the 50th anniversary of the Bretton Woods Conference. In all parts of the world social movements, trade unions, churches and other parts of civil society and even the UN in its Human Development Report 1994 have used this occasion to point to the catastrophic effects of the present world economic and financial system on people and nature. Bretton Woods designed the order and institutions which — though with some changes in their functions over the years — are being charged with responsibility for the social divisions and ecological destruction in many parts of the world: the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), now the World Trade Organisation (WTO).
But are they the ones primarily responsible? Was the system not decided by governments? And are not representatives of governments (and central banks for which governments are at least partly responsible) the prime actors in keeping the structure and policies of those institutions in their present form? More precisely: given the undemocratic structures of these institutions it is mainly the governments of the rich industrialised countries (particularly the so-called Group of Seven/G7) who are responsible. Germany, Britain, France and Italy are at the same time members of the European Union and the G7.
A new situation is arising through the implementation of the economic and monetary union in the EU. It is true that the EU is not yet formally responsible for the international monetary and financial order which characterises the core of the problem. But it will be in the near future. Now is the time in which there should be an intensive discussion in Europe on how the world economic system can be changed. It has been dominated by the USA since World War II but now Europe and Japan are co-players, at the same time strong and responsible. The issue is how this system can be regulated according to socially and ecologically sustainable criteria. Europe can and must lead the way towards an alternative. A precondition for this is to create a political will.
The political will can only be created if we, the forces of civil society, form broad alliances and convince the public that these issues are questions of survival. Kairos Europa tries to give the victims of the present developments the chance to be actors again, to raise their voices and build coalitions with forces of solidarity in society. The global system is making new social and political actors out of the victims, not only in the South and East but more and more in Western Europe.
This is the reason why Kairos Europa formed four international teams of concerned people and experts from all regions to prepare the hearing documented in this paper. They researched the effects of the Bretton Woods system and possible alternatives in the Caribbean, in Brazil, Germany/Poland and Switzerland/Italy. They were the witnesses and experts in the hearing and they also prepared the "Questions and Proposals" which were presented to the representatives of the European institutions.
This is also the reason why Kairos Europa not only raised the issue of third world debt and the disadvantages of the South (and the East) created by the policies of the IMF, World Bank and GATT, but also drew parallels between the processes of impoverishment there and in the rich Western Europe. Accordingly it called for global reforms.
The result: We need a new Bretton Woods for a new global economic order. There are good proposals, for example presented by UNDP, by the European Parliament, by the FAST Programme of the EU.
We observe that neither at EU level nor in the member states, is there enough consciousness for the co-responsibility of Europe in the renewal of the world economic system. This is why we did not challenge the institutions of the Bretton Woods system itself, but those politically responsible in the institutions of the EU and its member states.
We thank the representatives of the Parliament and Commission for accepting our invitation to participate in that hearing and participating in what was, at times, a heated discussion. Especially we thank the Socialist and Green Faction in the European Parliament for their organisational assistance and for giving us rooms and interpreters free of charge. Sabine Meyer, in particular, was very helpful in preparing the hearing.
We regret that it was not possible to have members of the Council of Ministers, who have the decisive power in the EU, participating in the hearing. This is why we have sent our "Questions and Proposals" in writing to the President of the Council and finance ministers of the EU and also to the presidents of the central banks in the EU member states. We will also publish their answers in order to create a public discussion about these central questions in all nations of the EU. No longer should financial matters be declared expert matters, excluding the public from a democratic discussion, because there is no power-factor in the present world which determines the wellbeing of every single person and the whole earth as much as the money economy and the financial system.
We rejoice in the fact that this hearing and also the letter to the EU Council and the presidents of the coalition: the World Council of Churches, the central banks have been supported by a broad European Ecumenical Organisation for Development, the European Ecumenical Commission for Church and Society, regional church councils, information and documentation centres within and outside Europe, NGOs like the Bretton Woods Reform Organisation, and the many grassroot organisations in cooperation with trade unions in the framework of Kairos Europa.
This documentation is not the end, but only the beginning of intensive efforts to make the EU take up its political responsibility for the renewal of the international financial order in respect of sustainable development, employment and social justice.

Heidelberg, December 1994

Ulrich Duchrow and Martin Gück


Introductory statement by the moderator



Bob Goudzwaard:
Ladies and gentlemen, it is a pleasure and a privilege for me to welcome you all here in this brandnew building of the European Parliament (EP). We are thankful for the assistance of the Socialist Faction and the Green Faction in the EP for the availability of this building. You all know the topic of today: "The political responsibility of the European Union for the international financial order in view of sustainable development, employment and social justice".
We all came together in order to reflect on the last fifty years since the signing of the agreement of the Bretton Woods conference which gave birth to our present economic and financial system by founding the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. Two conclusions seem to be indispensible against this background: Firstly, that already in the 70s there were causes for concern regarding the effectiveness of these institutions. And secondly, that in the meantime there is increasing evidence that the international financial order of today does not meet the challenges of the 21st century.
In relation to the 70s and the 80s I just want to say that primarily it were just the voices of the people of the South which were heard and which were referring to an increasing poverty and growing indebtedness. These voices will be heard today as well. And I think you will be struck by the parallels in what they state about the facts which they found in the different parts of the world. But these voices are now echoed, so to say, by scientific experts and a programmatic critique. It is not a minor critique, if for instance the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) states about the 80s that the Bretton Woods institutions then failed to support many developing countries at the time of their greatest need. And it is not an innocent side remark when Percy Mistry, former chief of staff of the World Bank finance department, now publicly declares that the 90s should be the time for those physicians to heal themselves. But there is also an increasing evidence echoed here by no less than President Mitterand that the institutions are not adequate to enter the 21st century.
And, indeed, when we look at it in terms of the necessity to work towards sustainable development the systems of life on this planet then we can just say that the whole lack of control of money movements and the lopsided creation of international liquidities just take away the possibility of sustainable development in the future. And here the European Union (EU) comes in inavoidably. It has to take its responsibility in those matters, for we are all aware of the fact that without a clear manifestation of such a political responsibility the world of global finance will wrap itself up easily in a pretended autonomy instead of being opened up and contextualised in terms of what the world really needs. Saying this, however, brings us also in the realm of possible resistance and reservations. We have to come to grip with the resistant reality not only of a global but also of a European making. Let me just give you one illustration directly related to the hearing of this day. Of course, the organisers have done their utmost to show you at least the presence of one acting minister of finance from the member states of the community. For their European Council of Ministers is responsible for the monetary policy within the Community in relation to the international monetary order. But the Council which only can decide unanimously simply cannot jump further than the will of the most reluctant and most egoistic selfish member state, and then it is not a pleasure to defend common conclusions supposed that they even deserve that name. The so called democratic deficit in the EU here reaches an absolute climax. Nevertheless, Ladies and Gentlemen, it is this world in which we have to go on also today.
The morning session will be related to the question how the international financial order behaves in terms of the global demand for sustainable development. In the afternoon we will look more sharply to the threat of growing global financial instability to the social cohesion here within the community. We will begin by listening to the voices of the witnesses and the experts. They will introduce shortly the questions and demands which were prepared and which will be answered by the representatives of the Commission and the EP. Our time will be short. So I beg you as your moderator, not to see my hardness at some times as a lack of friendliness in relation to you. And just to be clear, only in the afternoon session there will be some room, some time for a public debate, not in the morning session.


Witnesses/experts introduce questions and proposals:


Bob Goudzward:
Mr. Marcos Arruda from Brazil will be the first one to speak for 10 minutes. And I hope that he also will introduce himself. Mr. Arruda, you have the word.

Marcos Arruda:
Ladies and gentlemen, dear friends, good morning. I am a Brazilian economist, currently living in Geneva, and working as coordinator of the NGO Working Group on the World Bank which is a network of NGOs around the world. And I work in close collaboration with two institutes in Brazil who are related to the social movement and who helped me to prepare the presentation that I will make now.
Between 1964 and 1985 Brazil was ruled by a military dictatorship, whose main purpose was to "create a favorable climate for foreign investments". During those two decades the military governments irresponsibly borrowed from foreign banks largely to finance huge infrastructure projects, disregarding social and environmental constraints. During the 1980s Brazil paid US$ 90 billion as debt service to Northern creditors. Yet, its debt stock increased from $ 64 billion to $ 120 billion. In fact, the more Brazil pays, the more it owes.
Latin America is generally trapped in the same vicious circle of indebtedness. Between 1990 and 1994 the continent will have paid $ 291 billion to the international creditors. Yet, and due to debt swaps and privatisation, its debt stock is estimated to increase by almost 10%, reaching $ 463 billion by the end of 1994. European governments and banks, and the international financial institutions (IFIs) are partly responsible for the risky loans granted to undemocratic, socially unaccountable governments for purposes which were often economically, socially and environmentally unsound.

· accepting the notion that the creditors must share the responsibility, and therefore the costs, of bad and unsafe loans; 

· agreeing on the need for an independent investigation or audit of the official debt contracts, seeking to identify those which were improper, illegal or harmful to the borrowing country's socio-economy; 

· working towards the acknowledgement of the competence of the International Court of Justice to give verdict regarding debt-related causes; 

· taking initiatives, such as the cancellation of bilateral debt and reduction of multilateral debt, aimed at curtailing and reversing the net financial and resource flows from Latin America to the North, overall and by creditor; 

· acting within the IFIs to reduce multilateral interest rates on the debt of LACs by not less than five percentage points on current rates.

We request that you, members of the European Parliament and representatives of the EU Commission, urge your governments in the IFIs to adopt a more courageous policy of targeted debt cancellation, debt reduction, and renegotiation that include:
Under pressure from the creditors, mediated by the World Bank and the IMF, the Brazilian government adopted austerity policies aimed at overcoming the situation of insolvency. Adjustment policies failed to achieve most of their goals. Debt payments continued, as the country steadily increased its trade surplus while compressing domestic demand and generating a protected recession. The results were a negative net financial transfer of over $ 50 billion in the 1980s to the North, a dramatic increase in the number of people under the poverty line and a drop in per capita income of 9.5% between 1990-92.
In the whole of Latin America, neoliberal adjustment policies have achieved meagre economic results at enormous social and environmental costs. After 12 years of adjustment and almost generalized recession, inflation in Latin American countries was still 197% in 1992, as compared to an average 59% in the period 1975-84. The increase in poverty levels was particularly dramatic in Guyana (41.6%), Nicaragua (38.2%), Trinidad-Tobago (31.8%), Peru (28.3%), Bolivia (22.4%), Haiti (22.3%) and Argentina (20.3%). The real urban wage was reduced from 100 in 1980 to 56.2 in Brazil, 52.4 in Uruguay, 49.3 in Argentina, 41.6 in Mexico, 21.4 in Ecuador, 16.3 in Peru (cf. CEPAL). Social investment programmes are conceived as compensatory measures, disconnected from economy, so as to allow business to continue as usual. Latin America cannot continue to apply monetarist adjustment policies without aggravating impoverishment and endangering social cohesion and reducing the chances of democracy.
We request that you urge your governments and the IFIs:

· to make a conscious political choice to abandon neoliberal adjustment policies and related conditionalities on loans to Latin American countries; 

· to support (politically and financially) governments whose adjustment policies aim at responding to the needs of the poor and focusing particularly on women and children, subordinating the debt payment and export-oriented investment to domestic development priorities; 

· to strengthen the political and institutional capacity of governments to orchestrate equitable human development (the socio-economy) with participatory democracy (the political economy) and environmental sustainability (the ecological economy).

In its Human Development Report of 1992, the UNDP indicated that the total cost of unequal access of developing countries to global markets in 1990 reached $ 500 billion, or seven Marshall plans. Restricted access to Northern markets for labour, manufactures, agricultural and resource-based products and technology were largely responsible for that loss. Latin America is an outstanding victim of inequitable trade and finance relations.
We request that you urge your governments and the IFIs:

· to recognise equal rights and grant equitable opportunities in trade for Latin American countries, by suspending protection against manufactured exports from the region such as progressive tariffs on products according to their degree of manufacturing; 

· to accept that the principle of non-reciprocity is a valid instrument for Latin American countries to correct inequitable relations in international trade, access to resources and technology, and income distribution.

In a European Parliament Resolution dated December 14, 1993, it is recognised that speculation on investment and trade create uncertainty as regards exchange rate fluctuations; that globalised markets have restricted the scope for capital controls; that financial globalisation negatively affects macroeconomic policies; and that the relative strengthening of the private sector and the corresponding weakening of the public sector in the conduct of monetary policy are factors of instability. We add that they are also factors of global income and wealth concentration and of diversion of investment from production to speculation.
Transnational firms and banks have been important beneficiaries of these processes. According to the United Nations Commission of Trade and Development (UNCTAD), in 1992 they controlled 70% of world trade, of which 40% were intrafirm transactions. Neoliberal adjustment has forced Latin American countries to open their economies even further to the activities of transnational firms and banks.
We request that you urge your governments:

· to encourage European-based corporations and banks operating in LAC to abide by the same principles that rule their operations in their home countries; 

· and to work toward the recognition of the need for a more consistent body of international law and efficient international institutions to regulate and control the activities of transnational firms and banks, and to curtail unethical and illegal activities such as tax and profit evasion, money laundering, illegal trade in drugs and weapons, and capital flight. Such norms and regulations should include mandatory codes of conduct, transparency about TNC costs, prices and profits, cooperations among States to enhance the quality of corporate behavior.

Recent estimates by Nobel Prize Jan Tinbergen indicate that, with the current level of development assistance — 0.35% average of donor countries' national product — the developing countries would have to wait 908 years (as of 1990) to reach an equal income per head as industrial countries. If the proportion of assistance were increased to 29.9% of donors' GDP, developing countries would still have to wait 420 years for income per head equalization.
We request that you urge your governments:

· to pioneer the effort to increase substantially their transfers of development assistance to the South. However, increased development assistance will be ineffective unless the EU member countries immediately act upon the factors of structural drainage of capital and resources from the South which according to the UNDP were responsible in 1990 for transfers to the North that amounted to almost ten times of the value of official development assistance that year.

Finally, we request that you urge your governments:

· to recognise the right of developing countries to choose alternative development paths and develop innovative ways of organizing their economies and societies, in syntony with their cultural and social diversity and their right to create synergy through regional agreements based on principles such as: collective self reliance, complementarity and solidarity; 

· in particular, to support politically and financially governments in Latin America and the Caribbean who are chosen by their people on the basis of a platform whose socio-economic policies are aimed at human and social development, the genuine democratisation of the State and the promotion of popular participation as key principles for good economic, social and ecological governance.

Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you, Mr. Arruda. I am now glad to give the floor to Mrs. Danuta Mitrega, the Polish economist sitting next to me.

Danuta Mitrega:
Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to contribute to this hearing from a Polish perspective. Geographically Poland and Brazil as well as the Philippines a very far away, but the same indebtedness mechanisms can be observed in the countries of Central Europe, South America and the Far Southeast. Poland belongs to the most indebted countries in Europe. Encouraged by western banks, we began to take loans in the 70s. We have incurred loans in order to finance various sectors of our economy, especially industry, transport and communication infrastructures. From that time our foreign debt has continued to rise. Now it is more than 45 billion US-dollars. This amount means 2.5 times more than we actually borrowed.
I have to emphasize that we were good debtors. We repaid what we had borrowed many years ago. Owing to the mechanism of indebtedness and the capitalisation of interests, our foreign debt continues to rise. The debt-service burden is a heavy load and strongly limits our opportunities for economic development. Having such a huge foreign debt, Poland cannot move forward to meet the economic and social needs of her people. Dependence on multilateral financial institutions and their harsh, anti-people conditionalities can be easily recognised everywhere in Poland.
Negotiations on rescheduling and debt reduction agreements at the Paris Club could not have started without IMF support. To have the door opened to World Bank structural adjustment loans, our reformed programme had to be first positively appraised by the IMF. The message is clear: the creditor-countries will only help those who are really committed and who are making radical reforms. Nobody bothers about the social content and results of the programmes which are very painful for the people. Prof. Kenneth Galbraith recently wrote: "We propose the East European countries such a model we would never accept in our own countries." High unemployment, increasing poverty, the destruction of some branches of industry and agriculture are the results of our neoliberal programme of reform. One has to know that these very programmes have been highly praised by both IMF and World Bank.
We paid a high price and suffered greatly for being politically and economically separated for fourty years. We started the liberation movement in Eastern Europe and paid the most for this. We have to go the way nobody has gone before — from a centrally planned economy to a market one. Our transition process is not the application of a verified theory, but rather fraught with trial and error. This is costly. 
The political walls in Europe collapsed. The new economic ones appeared almost at the same time and place. Once again we are behind the wall. And, I think, this wall is even more difficult to abolish. How can we talk about the European Union when half of Europe is outside this organisation whose mechanisms make the rich richer at the expense of the poorer ones?
We do not ask for help. We are a rich country, rich by our well-educated society, the industrial infrastructure and natural resources. We, and I mean not only Poland but all the post-communist countries, we call for equal partnership and genuine cooperation, which will help to relieve us of the burden of our past and will benefit our common future.
Thank you for your attention.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you for your excellent contribution. We will now hear a voice from Africa, namely Tanzania, by Rogate Mshana.

Rogate Mshana:
I work with the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Tanzania Department for Development. And we have been responsible for monitoring Structural Adjustment Programmes and their impact in Tanzania.
Ladies and gentlemen, it is now likely that Africa will drop out of the world financial and economic system, unnoticed. It can not cope with the global exploitative financial and economic system any longer. Today Africa is under the firm grip of economic neo-colonialism characterised by devastating Structural Adjustment Programs (SAP), designed by the IMF and the World Bank, and fully supported by the Western countries as a condition for financial assistance, development cooperation and debt relief. The imposition of these extrogenous programs to Africa are first and foremost contravening the rights of the people of Africa to design and implement their own models of development.
There is increasing evidence that Structural Adjustment Programs have aggravated the conditions of the poor in Africa, made difficult the road to real democracy, led to further social and ecological destruction, endangered the sovereignty of African countries while separating further the states of these countries from their civil societies, by excluding them in the formulation of their own development plans as reiterated in the African Charter for popular participation. Instead, states in Africa are made to be accountable to the Bretton Woods institutions, rather than their own people.
Linked to the Structural Adjustment Programs is the African debt burden which has increased three times since 1980, to 183 billion US$ in 1992. Servicing this debt drains the region of 10 billion US$ annually or around a quarter of all export earnings. The average ratio of debt stock to exports continued to rise to a staggering 442% in 1993. The net financial transfer from Africa to the World Bank and the IMF is still great in comparison to the net financial transfer to Africa by these institutions. Poverty is expected to increase as a result of implementing SAPs and debt payment. The number of poor people will increase by 50% by the year 2000. The EU and the member states already know that SAPs have failed in Africa. There is enough evidence on this conclusion. We can not continue to see the deaths of several thousands of children every day because of lack of medicine. A father cried at the death of his daughter. He commented "They kept telling us to buy drugs from chemists but because of lack of money my daughter died." This hospital is a huge mortuary. This father enjoyed a good healthcare before SAPs were introduced in Tanzania for instance.
We request the European Union and its member countries to immediately abandon the Structural Adjustment Programs in Africa and instead respect and promote the UN-Economic Commission for Africa "African Alternative Framework for Structural Adjustment" which emphasizes both short and long-term measures for development in Africa. This framework was rejected by the IMF and World Bank in the 90's. Support of such internal alternative frameworks for development in Africa is one step towards sustainable development on the continent. In order to ensure the successes of such programs, debt relief should be fully administered by cancelling all multilateral debts. Intervention and pressure should be avoided.
The solutions to the present African problems should therefore be derived from the participation of the African people themselves in designing their own indigenous Structural Adjustment Programs which address their social and ecological problems.
Thank you for listening.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
This was a voice of Africa. We now go to the Philippines. Mr. Ronaldo Llamas will especially speak about the relationship of migration and debt. Mr. Llamas, you have the word.

Ronaldo Llamas:
I am Ronaldo Llamas, representing "The Freedom from Debt Coalition" and one of the conveners of the "Asian Coalition Against Structural Adjustment".
The Philippines provides one of the most glaring and scandalous examples of a very rich country with a very poor and marginalised people, but it continues to be one of the top 20 biggest producer of food in the world including the 12 richest in aquatic resources. It continues to have one of the highest infant mortality rate in the Asia-Pacific-region because of the lack of nutrition. But it continues to be one of the 10 most literate countries in the world with the second most productive workers in Southeast Asia according to the Asian Development Bank. And the seventh best worker in the world according to the New York based Business and Bargaining Risk Information. It continues to be the lowest paid in the whole Southeast Asia.
Indeed, the Philippines is a country of contradictions: Massive poverty and unjust regulations have destroyed our rich natural environment. Out of originally 16 million hectares of original primary forest less than 600.000 ha remained. Out of 5 million ha of mangrove forests which protect our watersheds in the 1950s only 30.000 ha remained. 60% of our corals have been totally destroyed. And 96% of all our rivers are dead. Every year 1 billion m3 of rich agricultural top soil is eroded because of unhampered deforestation. The destruction of the Philippine environment was so swift that even the secretary of the department of environment and natural resources declared four years ago that at the present rate of environmental destruction the entire Philippines will be a virtual desert within the next 20 years.
Increasing unemployment and underemloyment, high inflation and negligible social services have forced one of the most skilled, productive and intelligent labour force in the world to work as househelp in Hongkong and Europe, prostitutes in Japan and cheap labour in the Middle East. Such a migration is so massive that it now has to be considered as the greatest threat to the Philippine economy on the one hand, but also contributes to the Philippine economy by being the biggest source of dollar earnings in the country on the other hand. The migration of a rich human resource which together with our rich natural resources in a more viable poor people development framework would have really provided an example of people power and ecologically sustainable development in the region, but have instead created tremendous gaps in the needs of our people. E.g., while 70% of all Philippinos who die out of sickness never see a nurse or a doctor the Philippines continues to be the No. 1 biggest exporter of doctors and nurses in the world. Such a situation has also continuingly de-humanized our highly numerous, but vulnerable migrants by forcing them into inhuman working conditions like prostitution. According to the Council of Europe three years ago the Philippines is now one of the biggest exporters of prostitutes in the world.
The Philippines is a country of natural calamities: typhoons, vulcanic eruptions, earthquakes, tidal waves and drought. But all of them together cannot approximate the tremendous destruction in human cost brought about by a man made calamity — the IMF/World Bank. The two main sources of our insufferable plight is the hemorrhage of our capital by debt service payments and the structural adjustment policies which strangles our economy by the imposition of the IMF and the WB. The Philippine foreign debt most of which have been accumulated under the Marcos dictatorship through honourous and fraudulent loans and have been consistently enlarged by the Aquino and Ramos governments, this bars more than 57% of our total national budget. While conscientiously paying almost 18 billion dollars in that servicing from 1986 to 1992, our $ 26 billion debt grows to $ 30 billion in 1992.
Since the 1970s the Philippines has been almost continuously under a Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP), the main elements of which are export oriented industrialisation, liberalisation of external trade and investment, and deregulation, and privatisation. All these elements have been extrapolated from the experience of the Asian tiger economies or NECs as necessary conditions for economic growth. All these have been proven to be necessary conditions for economic underdevelopment, environmental destruction, and social disempowerment. SAPs have long ceased to have anything to do with achieving growth. Export oriented growth is mainly a strategy imposed on the Philippines to be assured that we earn enough foreign exchange to be able to service our $ 30 billion debt to Western banks. Liberalisation of external trade and investment is principally geared to integrate and subordinate the Philippine domestic market more tightly to the North dominated world economy. And deregulation and privatisation are meant to weaken and emasculate the Philippine state which, transformed into an instrument of the people, is the most important institution capable of developing and facilitating an alternative development strategy.
The debt and structural adjustment policies of the IMF and the WB have not only affected negatively the Philippines. It has also roared ecological hubbub as well as economic misery to the much flaunted growth centre of the world, the Asia-Pacific. And it's the much propagandised model for third world development, the newly industrialising countries (NECs), the tiger economies. Coupled by tremendous deterioration of the trade surplus which had sustained its economic growth in the past, because the protection is offensive of its own architects, the US and Japan, these countries in the Asia-Pacific are suffering from an environmental destruction unprecedented in the history of the world. Taiwan and South Korea have one of the most poisonous air, water and sea in the world. The remaining tropical rain forest which together with the Amazon provides more than two thirds of the world oxigene is quickly being destroyed. Of Thailand's primary forests, only 17% remain. 30% of the forest of the Malaysian state of Sarawak has been completely destroyed, and the rest will be completely destroyed within the next 20 years. The much flaunted neat model is a model of environmental disaster.
European governments, their various policy making agencies and politicians acting on their behalf must be held partially accountable for their co-responsibility in letting loose the unbridled profit-making of international financial institutions like the IMF/WB and the commercial private banks which feeds on the misery and suffering of millions of people. To the European Council of Ministers, the European Commission and the members of the European Parliament we hereby demand the following:

· negotiate with various European governments the 100% debt rate off, not as debt forgiveness, but as compensation for the ecological debt of the North to the South; 

· press for the cancellation of fraudulent loans incurred from private commercial banks, especially those which were contracted under the Marcos dictatorship; 

· lobby and pursue the adaptation of a development strategy which will support the genuine efforts of the third world, based on economic self-reliance, priority on rural development, synergy between agricultural industry and a strong orientation of trade into the Asia-Pacific region; 

· support a participative alternative SAP in the Philippines and in the third world; 

· legalise all undocumented migrant workers already in Europe and provide financial and other material support to the initiatives of migrant peoples to organise themselves and assert their equal and rightful place in a new Europe; 

· enter into bilateral agreements with the Philippines and ratify and implement the "Workers United Nations International Convention" on the protection of the right of all migrant workers and members of their families; 

· press for community legislations which will effectively combat the misinformation being propagated about migrants and recognise the valuable contribution of migrant labour for the development of the European society.

Thank you.
(applause) 

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you for your contribution. I am now glad to give the floor to Mrs. Judy Williams. She will speak from the perspective of the Caribbean. 

Judy Williams:
Distinguished members of the European Parliament, representatives of the Commission of the EU, ladies and gentlemen, friends. I represent the Caribbean Policy Development Center (CPDC) and the Caribbean Conference of Churches, two NGOs in the Caribbean involved at the community level. I am pleased to address you today on behalf of the delegation from the Caribbean on matters which are of great importance to all our organisations and the people of the Caribbean whom we are privileged to work with and to represent. 
Our presence here is largely because of the growing unacceptable situation in our region and other regions of the South because of the way in which the Bretton Woods institutions fashioned and supported a kind of development which marginalises and disempowers large numbers of our people, namely our women, youth, small farmers and other major social groups. We are here, too, because of growing collaboration with our partners of the North who are addressing these issues which in more recent times have been raising their ugly heads in your countries — issues of poverty, homelessness, unemployment, prostitution, drugs and crime.
After 50 years of pursuing a development strategy designed and dictated by governments, corporations and financial institutions of the North we are still to see the benefits trickle down to the people. Today we, the people of the Caribbean, Africa and the Pacific have decided that it is time to take a leading role in putting an end to the destruction of our regions' resources and to the steady deterioration of the quality of our lives. We believe that governments like yours which have a reputation for being responsive to some of the development dilemmas of our countries in the South and who today must face the same dilemmas at home, must seek to distance themselves from the strategies of structural adjustment that are bringing about such human suffering.
We believe that what has been called a strategy for development is but a strategy for growth, statistically measured by gross national product (GNP). And even with the best intentions, some of your own trade and aid policies and programs which have fallen victim to the structural adjustment "virus" will only result in creating more economic and ecological desaster in the countries that you hope to assist. On the other hand, sustainable development is predicated on the notion that our communities and local organisations must become intimately involved in conceptualising, planning and implementing policies and programs of development. This means action that empowers people of these regions to participate fully in economic decision-making. This new approach also means that the right of all countries to choose and pursue their own course of development must be respected by all. In this case, the case of the Caribbean, this means the right of the people of Cuba to choose the development strategy of their own, and that strategy must be respected by all. The countries of Europe have an important role to play here both as individual sovereign states and as the voting members of the powerful EU. We think and we know that there are options.
Firstly, we wish to make it quite clear that there is a better way! Secondly, we wish to make it equally clear that we know what the better way is! Not because we are arrogant. It is our work with our communities and organisations over the past 20 years or more that has informed our knowledge of what works and what does not work in our countries. Our experience and expertise has been developed as a result of the investment of time, energy and very scarce finances in sustainable farming systems. It has come from our sustained involvement in popular research and education methods that are most effective in bringing out the best in our people. Our capacity for self-development also comes from our years of work with groups of women and others in establishing use for agricultural raw materials which would otherwise have gone to waste, but which today create jobs and income for thousands of our people in our communities, particularly in rural areas. Our knowledge of what is best for us comes also from the experience we have of representing our own case to our governments and to international agencies in a way that others can understand the real possibilities for development and change, if the skill and the will of the people are mobilised, organised and supported. Based on these practical experiences of what works, we have distilled the proposals that we present to you today.
Distinguished members of the European Parliament, these proposals have been submitted in full in a Caribbean position. That document includes the full range of the proposals we wish to make to you. For purposes of this presentation, however, we wish to draw your attention to some of the more critical proposals which we believe require urgent attention. And we present this in the spirit of partnership and challenge:

[Because of shortage of time Judy Williams left out the following concrete proposals and demands from the Caribbean:

· The Members of the European Union should consider taking steps to replace GATT's undemocratic structure with a global World Trade Organisation based on the principle of "one state one vote"; 

· Members should encourage a global regime to oblige the transnational corporations to meet fully the ecological costs of their production activities now met by poor countries and a disciplinary regime to counter and prohibit transfer price manipulation by TNCs; 

· The Members of the European Union should seek the establishment of a New International Financial Order (NIFO), with a managing institution based on the principle of one state one vote, to replace Bretton Woods institutions current anarchical exchange rate mechanisms; 

· We encourage you to work for the establishment of a global Structural Development Fund, with democratic participation by all states, funded by a specified percentage of GNP of surplus countries, to replace the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; 

· We invite you to join with us in the effort to create an international regime which can declare states insolvent and determine equitable liquidation procedures so that states can start anew with a clean slate and international banks and multilateral banks meet their full share of the responsibilities and costs; 

· We invite you to work with us to encourage debt forgiveness by rich countries and their financial institutions to poor countries for ecologically sound development programmes aimed at poverty reduction and consistent with the provisions of Agenda 21; 

· We urge you to take steps to develop a regime which locates and repatriates flight capital back to the country of origin and which re-assigns funds seized in other illegal activities, for sustainable development processes among the poor of the North and the South.

In conclusion, we remind you that in the 1970s and 1980s, Jamaica was held up as a success story by the international financial institutions suggesting that their programmes of structural adjustment had worked there. Today we know from the evidence that this is not so and that Jamaica is in a more difficult situation today after having followed the prescriptions of the Bank and the Fund.]

We call upon you to join with us in the Caribbean and in other regions of the South in bringing an end to the imposition by the IFIs on poor countries of all conditionalities and structural adjustment policies attached to the grants and aid, and end other impositions in world trade.
The far reaching proposals we present to you will require all of us to accept a challenge and partnership that is the governments' and peoples' of Europe and the governments' and peoples' of the Caribbean.
I thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you for your contribution. The last person in this round will be Dr. Davison Budhoo. He will speak from the point of view of the Bretton Woods Reform Organisation.

Davison Budhoo:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Distinguished members of the European Parliament, Commission and Council, colleagues, friends, my name is Davison Budhoo. I am the executive director of the Bretton Woods Reform Organisation (BWRO), a southern based global coalition for IMF/World Bank accountability to peoples of the South. For 17 years previous to my present position I was a staff member of both, the IMF and the World Bank (WB), and had undertaken over 50 missions in Asia, Africa and Latin America, negotiating Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAP) on behalf of these institutions. For two years in the early 80s I was the resident representative of the IMF in Guyana.
In third world countries as diverse as Venezuela, Egypt and Zaire citizens' only mechanism in confronting the economic dictatorship of IMF/WB conditionalities has been street protest. Hundreds of citizens have been shot by their own governments' security forces who feel they have no option but to implement the economic SAPs forced upon them by the Bretton Woods institutions. Guyana, however, in 1994 is blazing a new path and has seized upon the new international economic mechanism created by BWRO International, the alternative structural adjustment programme (ASAP) for economic and social development with equity. Utilizing the economic expertise of BWRO International, the citizens and government of Guyana are creating the world's first ASAP serving as a model for developing countries worldwide, attempting to escape the destructiveness of IMF/World Bank conditionalities.
On August 7th, 1993 the people of Guyana joined forces with BWRO International at a national seminar held in Guyana's capital of Georgetown to establish a National ASAP Committee to oversee the design of a democratically derived economic programme for short term financial stabilization and long term economic and social development. In effect the ASAP formally expresses the aspirations of the people of Guyana in a technical economic programme, acceptable to international financial institutions, creditors and bilateral donors. Subsequently, on February 25th, 1994 BWRO and the National ASAP Committee for Guyana held a second nationwide seminar, generating a tremendous surge of interest and intensified national press coverage on the Guyana ASAP. With the Guyanese press corps and a large European NGO delegation in attendance to witness the historic events surrounding the creation of the world's first ASAP, over 57 representatives of 17 organisations presented their positions on the urgency of the ASAP for the people of Guyana.
Under IMF and WB conditionalities and other political dictates from major world powers, Guyana has been transformed from one of the more highly developed, high income Caribbean Commonwealth countries to the Western hemisphere's poorest nation, eclipsing even Haiti in this respect. According to the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) the majority of the population live in absolute poverty with malnutrition, infant mortality, lack of access to rudimentary health care, skyrocketing unemployment, crime, and the emergence of homeless street children, resulting form a series of currency devaluations, wage cuts and a forced 40% decline in GNP.
After extensive consultations between BWRO International, the Guyanese National ASAP Committee and senior officials of the government including the President, the Prime Minister, the Minister of Finance and Cabinet officials, the Guyana ASAP Committee in May 1994 passed a resolution proposing extensive government cooperation with BWRO International and the people of Guyana in designing the ASAP, declaring the IMF programme for Guyana "massively flawed and inappropriate" and requesting that President Cheddi Jagan of Guyana postpone singing of the imminent IMF Enhanced SAP for 90 days until BWRO's first draft on the ASAP is finalised.
After receiving BWRO's Debt Strategy Paper, in an unprecedented matter, Guyanese President Cheddi Jagan wrote IMF Managing Director, declaring Guyana's debt situation unsustainable and, subsequently, declaring that the government would cancel the existing IMF programme and re-negotiate a new programme on the basis of the democratically derived ASAP.
The Guyana National ASAP Committee is comprised of the widest cross-section of the Guyanese people including the Manufacturers' Association, the Trade Union Congress, religious organisations, women's groupings, environmental organisations, the Cane Farmers Association, the National Consumers' League and others. The ASAP National Committee, in designing the economic programme with BWRO, facilitates local and national forums for discussion and action of economic objectives associated with the peoples' ASAP and conducts town meetings with every major constituency of the Guyanese people to derive massive popular inputs in the alternative programme. The sectors of the economy prominent in the peoples' alternative programme are reflected in nine subcommittees of the Guyana National Committee including Women in Development, Rice and Cane Farmers, Bauxite and Gold Mining, Manufacturing and Services, Health and Education, Crime and Social Services, Privatization and Public Ownership, Macro-economic management and external debt.
In addition to technical work associated with designing a democratic economic programme suited to the specific requirements of Guyana, BWRO-Guyana is establishing an International Debt Tribunal comprised of seven eminent persons internationally to adjudicate and propose an equitable solution of Guyana's foreign debt crisis. Each man, woman, and child in Guyana owes the IMF/WB, bilateral donors, and commercial banks, US$ 2.400, an amount that, at current wage rates, would take an unskilled worker well over 15 years to repay. In fact under IMF/WB SAPs, imposed since 1988 virtually 100% revenue collected by the government goes to servicing and repaying foreign debt. As such, finding an equitable and viable solution to Guyana's debt crisis is absolutely critical in framing the economic policy options for finding long term sustainable development in Guyana.
Instead of simply condemning the debt status of Guyana, the International Debt Tribunal will systematically examine each loan and aspect of the country's debt and make recommendations balancing the legitimate demands of creditors and the realistic capacity of the government and people to repay the debt. The International Debt Tribunal is another significant innovation in the ASAP which could serve as a model for adjudicating equitable solutions to the debt crisis of other third world countries. We are asking you to support the Tribunal as a legitimate and, indeed, necessary people's response to the debt crisis.
As a complement to the critical work of the International Debt Tribunal, BWRO International, in cooperation with the government, is lobbying to get Guyana classified as a Least Developed Country (LDC) by the United Nations and the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), a classification which has been denied Guyana due to intolerable political pressures despite its status as the poorest and the most heavily indebted nation in the Western hemisphere. Such a classification would entitle Guyana to substantial debt relief and other confessional economic/financial facilities not currently available.
Another tragic consequence of Guyana's debt situation and IMF/WB conditionalities in Guyana has been an unjustifiable push for exploitation of Guyana's rainforests and mineral resources (diamonds, gold, bauxite and others) coupled with a dismantling of environmental controls. Though mired in financial poverty, Guyana is a country rich in natural resources. With abundant reserves of bauxite, gold, diamonds, other minerals, timber, and one of the largest remaining rainforest areas in the world, Guyana is a prime target for powerful multinational corporations. According to Marcus Colchester, director of the Forest People's Programme of the World Rainforest Movement, approximately 80% of the forest has been carelessly leased out over the past 5 years and is ripe for exploitation by transnationals.
Given the immediate danger to Guyana's vast natural treasures, the people of Guyana and BWRO International are also appointing an International Rainforest Tribunal composed of international environmental experts to renegotiate the government's agreements with multinational logging and mining interests. This environmental component of the ASAP is designed to prevent the near total destruction of one of the world's last remaining rainforest preserves in Guyana's Amazon, create adequate environmental controls and ensure a fair rate of compensation for sustainable use of Guyana's resources.
What of the ASAPs immediate future? Once the ASAP is finalised in 90 days, September 1994, BWRO and the people of Guyana will present the ASAP and the International Debt Tribunal's report to the government of Guyana. At this point Guyana will cancel the IMF agreement and renegotiate with the IMF to completely restructure the IMF programme using the major components of the people's ASAP and the Debt Tribunal's recommendations. Additionally, at the end of 1994, an international team of independent economists and experts will be asked to issue an objective analysis of the Guyana ASAP as a model of a technical programme for economic growth with sustainable development.
BWRO will strongly urge all agencies and donors to examine the economic programme on its merits as a means of addressing both the needs of the Guyanese people and structural financial imbalances in the country's economy. The Guyana National Committee and BWRO International will subsequently present the final ASAP to the IMF and World Bank, the Paris Club for official debt relief, Guyana's creditor commercial banks, international human rights organisations and other NGOs, the United Nations agencies including UNICEF, UNDP, UNCTAD, IFAD, FAO, and ECLA, the Carter Center, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the European Commission and Lome IV signatories, and various Parliaments and Northern governments sponsoring or supporting the pathbreaking and innovative development of Guyana's ASAP.
In implementing the world's first alternative structural adjustment programme on the 50th anniversary of the Bretton Woods system, Guyana is the birthplace of a new hope to fundamentally restructure IMF/WB conditionalities in relation to a new paradigm of development — a people driven system of international development financing, utilizing the insider knowledge and economic expertise of BWRO International. The significance of Guyana's action will be no less than the undermining of the negotiating stance of IMF SAPs with all developing countries. BWRO International, in collaboration with national organisations, is also actively implementing ASAPs in India, the Philippines and Trinidad and Tobago. NGOs and mass organisations in several other countries have expressed interest in getting ASAPs stated in their countries.
However, one constraining factor in preventing a faster implementation of ASAPS is lack of financial resources. In this respect I wish to urge the organs of the EU to consider the possibility of supporting this southern initiative through funding another means. Over the next few days I hope to meet relevant officials of the European system to discuss this and related matters.
Thank you. (applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you so much. We will now change the floor so that the representatives of the European Parliament can bring their point of view in our midst. These are the representatives of the European Parliament in their own new building. Each of them will speak about 10 minutes in response to what has been said before and in relation to the questions which have been prepared and asked. The first who I can give the floor is Christa Randzio-Plath. She took the initiative for a motion in the European Parliament in relation to international financial stability. So we are glad that you can be in our midst, and you have the floor.

Responses by the representatives of the EU Parliament:


Bob Goudzwaard:
We will now change the floor so that the representatives of the European Parliament can bring their point of view in our midst. These are the representatives of the European Parliament in their own new building. Each of them will speak about 10 minutes in response to what has been said before and in relation to the questions which have been prepared and asked. The first who I can give the floor is Christa Randzio-Plath. She took the initiative for a motion in the European Parliament in relation to international financial stability. So we are glad that you can be in our midst, and you have the floor.

Christa Randzio-Plath:

50 years of Bretton Woods: Back to the future?

The fiftieth anniversary of Bretton Woods gives us the opportunity to ask basic questions about the state of the world. The monetary and financial conference carried out under the auspices of the UN in July 1944 had been informed by the experiences of the world economic crisis of the 30s and the Second World War. The creation of international structures to secure world peace and to encourage a stable world economy for economic development and prosperity were signs of the times. The UN, GATT, and the Bretton Woods system came about in the 40s. The world trade organisation originally requested was finally realised fifty years later in the context of the Uruguay round of the GATT talks. The Bretton Woods agreement, signed on July 23 1944, encompassed a world monetary system with fixed but adaptable exchange rates, the IMF with its objectives of furthering monetary cooperation, furthering stability of exchange rates, supporting the growth of world trade, assistance by the creation of a multilateral system of payments, the conferring of credit in the event of short-term balance of payments difficulties among its members with regard to special withdrawals, and also the World Bank, which originally helped finance the rebuilding of West Europe and which today gives long-term credit to developing countries.
The flourishing of the Bretton Woods system of stable exchange rates lasted twenty years. In this time currencies tied to the dollar were stable, there were few alterations in parity, and it was the time of the economic recovery of the post-war era. In 1973 the Bretton Woods system finally collapsed, following the USA's removal of obligation to exchange against gold in 1971. The closing of the technological gap between the USA and the remaining western industrial nations, a continuous balance of productivity deficit in the USA, but also an increasing setting-aside of the restrictions on capital movement, restrictions which had maintained the gold standard of the Bretton Woods system for a long time — these were some of the reasons for the collapse of the system.
Fifty years after the signing of the Bretton Woods agreement, we can establish that the goals of a stable world economy and development and prosperity for all still have not been achieved. The international cooperation above all of the leading industrial nations, also supported by the G7 process, may well hinder the development of new wars between developed countries; but these threaten to be replaced by economic wars. The industrial nations are suffering from the phenomenon of mass unemployment and increasing social breakdown. The gulf between North and South has increased instead of diminished, even if a number of developing nations have crossed the threshold into being industrialised. The consciousness of the ecologically destructive potential of unrestricted belief in growth has intensified world-wide, but despite the Rio conference, effective measures with regard to trading have not been realised. After the collapse of the Bretton Woods system, stability in the world monetary system has not been reached again, and we are witnessing the arrival of the new phenomenon of the incredible expansion of the international capital market with its potential for destruction and destabilisation.
The features of the world economy fifty years after Bretton Woods are globalisation, growing interdependencies, new technological revolutions, and a surplus of liquidity at the same time as a shortage of productive capital. The demand for stronger international coordination and cooperation to answer the most urgent social and economic questions is just as current as fifty years ago. But the old concepts will not do any more; we need new ones.
We are not talking about new demands, but rather about insights into new restraints on trade in the context of a global, perfectly-functioning currency market. A world-wide stabilisation of exchange rates – ultimately, we are talking about between US dollar, yen, and mark – is not easy, but possible. The international financial markets developed into a casino long ago, where roulette can be played legally. A turnover of up to 1,000 billion US dollars in a day on the currency markets corresponds to forty times the average daily turnover of the world trade and service markets, and has no connection any more with financing of world trade or an efficient world-wide distribution of resources. This has a negative influence on the real economy. We have to get rid of this excessive liquidity and dam the flow of speculation which disturbs trade and economy. Internationally binding rules, and therefore also a reform of Bretton Woods, are urgently needed to steer a new course in international monetary cooperation.
Helpful in this direction could be:

· target zones for world currencies, which have to be supported institutionally, together with appropriate rules to make possible an appropriate and regulated accommodation of exchange rates, and a transmutation of rights to special withdrawals into a form of anchor currency; 

· a tax on currency exchange; 

· an internationally binding ban on speculation with credit; 

· an improvement of the inspection of financial institutions and banks on an international level through increased cooperation; 

· the creation of a greater level of transparency on the capital markets, and especially bringing forward extremely dynamic innovations in financial instruments; 

· an extension of the minimum capital requirements to market crises, especially to those with open currency positions; 

· the monitoring of a minimum reserve, levied world-wide, which could slow down the creation of credit by and between banks; 

· the setting-up of a world trade council under the auspices of the UN, after the model of the security council, so that economic policy could be more efficiently and more strictly coordinated; 

· the further development of the World Bank into a world social agency; 

· a strong incorporation of the developing countries in and through a democratisation of the world financial institutions.


Suggestions for reform to create international stability in exchange rates and to stabilize the international financial and currency markets

The substantial short-term variations in the nominal, and particularly the strong changes in the real exchange rates make trade and investment harder. They endanger goals of national stability, and therefore hinder labour-intensive growth, investment and trade. A particular consequence is the excess of liquidity. This must be lowered in a regulated fashion by the world financial institutions. It is a significant development if there are more than forty times as many currency as trade and service deals on the markets. The volume of money and the speed of its circulation, together with a continuing stream of new products on the financial markets, disguise the high risk of a continuing stream of new crises, which will be harder and harder to master.
One suggestion would be to subject all transactions on the currency market to a proportionate purchase tax, for example one per cent of the sum of the transaction. Compared to goods and labour, financial capital is very mobile. Interest rate differences between individual countries are responsible for great movements of capital, and occasion thereby substantial changes in exchange rates. As a result, independent national policies for stabilisation have narrow boundaries set for them, if you are trying to avoid serious fluctuations in exchange rates. This tax would reduce the short-term volatility of exchange rates. It is questionable, however, what the long-term effects would be. Its effectiveness is also dependent on all states taking part, including off-shore centres.
Another suggestion for reform of a more medium-term has to do with target areas. It starts with the establishment of balanced exchange rates between the most important world currencies, which would be established as the centre for relatively broad bands of exchange rates, such as plus or minus ten to fifteen per cent. The aim of fiscal policy then becomes to prevent slipping out of these bands. A binding responsibility to maintain the target areas is not anticipated, however, just a public responsibility in reporting laid on the governments that tolerate leaving the target areas. This way longer-term movements of the real exchange rate from its balanced value would be limited, with its unwanted consequences on international trade and national goals of stability. In this system, to avoid misalignments, intervention in the currency market is only permitted to defend the target areas in the direction of the balanced rates, which would have the effect of creating a tendency for the exchange rates to move towards the balance. The publication of the target areas would give capital investors an anchor for their expectations of exchange rates. Developments in economic policy which would threaten a movement out of the target areas would thereby be stopped before they started. The concept of target areas requires international cooperation, because target areas can only be established with the agreement of the participating countries. The width of the target areas should make acceptance of this suggestion easier. Problems arise through the non-binding nature of the suggestion, through insecurity as to the establishment of the fundamental balanced exchange rates, and through the lack of concretisation as to what the consequentially requisite microeconomic measures should be.
In this, an internationally agreed expansion of money supply oriented towards exchange rates would help. This suggestion arises through the necessity of stabilising the growth of supply in the world at a level which is inflation-free and of returning it in two stages back to fixed exchange rates. This end is achieved by the target areas concept. A global money supply with internationally binding regulations should decrease the possibility of worldwide inflation or deflation. The global money supply has to be just as free from chance influences as from national interests of countries such as, for example, the USA. After all, the USA was the land of the leading currency of Bretton Woods. It is questionable whether the limiting of international coordination to monetary policy will be sufficient, because the development of exchange rates can also be influenced by measures relating to fiscal policy. Apart from that, up to the present the political will to enter into international obligations with regard to control of money supply has been missing. In any event, both past and present experiences with fixed exchange rate systems demonstrate that if you have stability and accommodation in the monetary area alone, remaining divergences in the realms of commerce and of income compromise the efficiency of a monetary system. The problems of Bretton Woods demonstrate that just as well as the experience of the EMS.
Three arguments go against set exchange rates worldwide: the exchange market is the first just-about perfect world market, which functions 24 hours a day and on which the market information is almost completely and immediately available, as a result of technological revolutions. At the same time, mobility in the market is high. The volume of the exchange market — its daily turnover has increased to over 1 billion US dollars — bears no relation any more to the traffic of goods and services. It far exceeds the capability of the central banks for intervention, knocks holes in the sovereignty of nations, and therefore threatens potentially democratic systems. The currencies of the western industrial nations have become the playthings of speculation, which doesn't even stop at exchange rates secured by economic fundamentals. Apart from that, there is the danger that steering towards or maintaining unrealistic currency relations will bring about or sharpen inequalities. False exchange rate relations are more expensive today than they were twenty years ago.
The damming of spontaneous speculation, in which billions can be won to the detriment of the people, is an important task for the new Bretton Woods institutes. Along with coordination and cooperation, concrete steps have to be taken. The introduction of a speculation tax as an additional tax on turnover, which can and should feed a world development fund. But more effective for damming speculation is an internationally binding ban on speculation with credit. That will also have the effect of reducing international liquidity.

Institutional reform and supplementary structures are necessary

The establishment of target areas and the creation of openness if a country leaves or has the potential danger for leaving the target areas can be effective in bringing about transparency and the ability to plan on the capital markets. But experience teaches that such a system on a voluntary basis is not binding enough, and powerful industrial nations such as the USA, Japan or Germany could quite easily have a different concern from that of maintaining stable exchange rates. Such a system on a voluntary basis makes the planning of investors easier, but does not guarantee the important aim of stable exchange rates for trade.
It is necessary to supplement target areas with institutional structures — a world monetary authority — with binding regulations for all participants. This would enable an appropriately-timed and ordered adaptation of the exchange rates. But the efficient success of such a system depends on the international capital market becoming transparent and controllable, and on destructive speculation being avoided. This requires supplementary instruments for the world monetary authority and/or for the participating nations.
A stabilisation of the exchange rates of the most important world currencies requires in addition a better coordination of economic policies. The existing G7 structures have not proved up to the task. What is needed is a world economic council under the aegis of the UN, on the lines of the UN security council. This council would have the task not only of securing coordinated and cooperative economic policies to support worldwide stability in exchange rates, but also beyond that to develop measures which would be just and equitable in the face of the retarded development in the countries of the South, as well as in regard to an ecologically sound and efficient economic method in the countries of the North. Globalisation of the world economy and increasing interdependence mean that national strategies will not do. In order for economic methods to comply with social and ecological demands, communal aims have to be formulated and realised in a more effective way than for example the Rio summit might lead us to expect.
With regard to the overcoming of underdevelopment, the instruments of the IMF and the World Bank have failed. Indeed, the programme of adapting to existing structures has effected the opposite, inasmuch as the social consequences of these demands have been totally neglected. We need a world social fund. Structures have to be made more democratic. And therefore we have to reform the financial sources of a world social fund, and automatically-flowing sources of income have to be put in place, such as a worldwide tax on exchange. The World Bank has to be further developed into a world social agency, which finances projects in developing and transforming countries, and which includes all partners involved in the projects. Measures for structural adaptation which have been carried out with the involvement of the World Bank set most particularly the various developing and transforming countries insoluble problems with the consequences of social and political overthrow, and ridiculous increase in and overproduction of many of their products with which they can compete on the world market. Africa above all has to be released from this treadmill. And a canceling of debts has to be part of it too. The programmes of adapting to existing structures have to give their central role to enabling the South and the East to improve their living conditions. They have to be socially, ecologically, politically and culturally acceptable.
Thank you very much.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you very much. I'm glad to give the floor to Dr. Walter Romberg. He was Minister of Finance in the transitory government in Eastern Germany, and he will speak from the perspective of Middle and Eastern Europe.

Walter Romberg:
Thank you, Mr. President. I thank you for inviting me, and for the opportunity to tell you something of my thoughts in relation to the development of Europe. Perhaps many people will be surprised at the fact that similar problems are developing more and more inside Europe as exist already between the North and the South. I would like to say something on that subject: As an East German, there are certain elements that I have experienced very strongly. Since the start of the process of unification, we have experienced 85% of the industrial capability of East Germany going over into West German hands. Here we have at the moment devastating consequences of a wrong-headed privatisation policy, and we have a deregulation of the economy which has been made programmatic. As far as the international financial system is concerned, Middle and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union have been until now a marginal area. In consequence, as I have read, the gross outpayments of the International Monetary Fund in Eastern Europe were in 1993 only $ 300 million, indeed even less net. Despite that the growing together of East and West Europe in economic, political and social terms in the forthcoming decades is the central task of the continent of Europe.
The decisive question is this: How is this continent to grow together? What political and social complexion will it take on? And there are two ways — and this lands me right in the middle of the North-South problems:

· The first way: Eastern Europe will be left solely to the dynamics of western economic interests. It will be made into a low-pay and low-cost area of the extended workbench of Western Europe and into a market for the dumping of West European goods. 

· The second way, a different way: A coordinated and communal policy between the European Union and East Europe, for example in the area of industrial policy, which would entail an independent commercial, research and also technological capability in Eastern Europe, and would permit East Europe to develop equal cooperation and partnership with West Europe.

At the moment this way is not obvious; rather the reverse — for example in Poland, one of the countries which is most advanced in the process of reform and integration, we can already see a reduction in research and development potential of 50% of 1989 values. This same process has gone much further in East Germany. But now I shall really start to talk about East and Middle Europe — similar facets can be seen in other areas.
These two different ways imply different policies and financial policies. The first way corresponds to the interest and principles of conservative and neo-liberal politics and sadly also to the current main trends in the European Union. As far as I am concerned, this has to be spelt out clearly. In the foreground, we see advancing deregulation and privatisation. The second way requires macroeconomical steering and coordination of the process of growing together in the social sphere as well.
For Middle-east Europe and beyond we would need an development strategy in economic policy and corresponding concepts of advancement. In particular the following would be part of it:

· Synchronisation of macroeconomic policy and coordination of the effects on external economies; creation of an effective economic area in Middle-east Europe, that is the Visegrad nations and also the Baltic republics. Sadly, such a concept is still not on offer. 

· In addition, a council for the corporate coordination of the European Union and Middle-east Europe to work out macroeconomic scenarios and methods of development for the development of Middle-east European economies; realisation of plans, on the lines of five-year plans, for setting the crucial points for allocations. 

· And above all in this connection, the establishment of a contractual relationship for the joining of the Middle-east European nations, of that economic area, to the European Union; namely, clear criteria, steps, timetables, conditions for acceptance, financing.

At the moment we are experiencing steps and offers which, in regard to the interests of East European countries and the establishment of cooperation in partnership with them, need to be rejected. By which I mean Western steps to integration or suggestions for reform for the East European nations, or conditions attached to Western financial aid, which drive holes in the necessary independence of these countries, and deliver them up to international financial and industrial capital. Let me give you just two examples:

· The very strong request to increase the dismantling of social functions, social services in larger structures, as in Russia or the republics of the former Soviet Union, functions which because of the structure cannot quickly be replaced — a social net can't be built quickly. Here, in the interests of a flourishing development of these countries, a process needs to be developed which moves in stages, rather than demanding that the process be hurried up. 

· Or, as I read recently — in the context of a study for the European Union about the development of agriculture in East Europe, in which many sensible and helpful suggestions are made: they also deal with the creation of means of banking and credit for agriculture, and for example they demand or recommend that for the making available of credit funds are built up from the privatised land of Middle-east European countries in the World Bank and in other international banks, which would then take up land which belongs to East European countries as part of their portfolios, and trade with these in the international market. I have no need to tell you in this gathering what the consequences of such suggestions might be! We have just heard a report from the Philippines.

It is important for the cooperation of East and West Europe, that strategical crucial points are established for financial requirements in the context of a development strategy for integration. Despite all ambivalence, let me point to the programme for the transeuropean infrastructure network. But it is vital that equal partnership and cooperation with East European countries is supported in such a way that technology policy is made together, that industrial policy is made together, that therefore technology programmes are created, intensive programmes which transcend borders, which create communal centres for development of technology, such as Germany/Poland, or Austria (if it joins in) and the Czech Republic, and so on. We need directed and better forms of capital assistance for a broader East-West cooperation between smaller and medium-sized concerns, so that we can draw them together in Europe. For this we need loans with lower interest, and risk capital. And we need a stronger advancement of regional economic areas through a corresponding programme of financing for the Visegrad countries and the Baltic republics.
The international financial institutions, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, also the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, are clearly tied to neo-liberal principles. Their policies aim for maximum deregulation and privatisation of the economy and other social areas, and for the most wide-ranging non-interventionism, that is reducing the responsibility and influence of the state. The necessary change of strategy in the international financial institutions presupposes a change of strategy in the leading states (G7, G10); and we cannot do without a general strengthening of the coordinating and steering functions of national and supranational organs in the area of commercial development. A presupposition is, of course, that policy in the relevant countries in Middle-east Europe actually requires a stronger state intervention. The strengthening of a political will in this direction is the task, among others, of the unions, and especially the task of the East-West Trade Union. It is necessary that unions, organisations which do not govern, appropriate such policies, so that in these countries as well a clear decision in favour of an appropriate change of strategy is clearly heard.
Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
The last speaker is Mr. Wilfried Telkämper. He is from the Committee on Development and Cooperation of the European Parliament. You have the floor.

Wilfried Telkämper:
After fifty years of Bretton Woods we see that one fifth of the world's population commands about two thirds of the international GNP and world trade. This same fifth produces three quarters of greenhouse and ozone-destroying gases and consumes four fifths of energy. The North-South confrontation is heightened by the ecological crisis. Over half a billion people go hungry, one billion are living in abject poverty, 40000 children die every day from poverty and hunger. Such a résumé after 50 years makes it quite clear that this policy has failed.
In order to avoid repeating what my colleagues have said regarding what we can do about it here in the European Parliament I would like to comment on a few political conditions which, in my view, are essential for a reform. Here in Western Europe we are currently growing into a Western European Union, based on the Maastricht Treaty. This treaty defines development policy — for the first time since the beginning of the European Community — as a community task. Ways of resolving development problems are, however, highly contradictory. The approaches tried in the 80s, as has been said, are no longer manageable — they are at most significant for a few newly developing countries. These approaches considered neither the social nor the ecological aspects, and so we have to develop another policy. The policy we want is one leading to an international economic order seeking to satisfy basic needs and give all people maximum freedom and opportunity for self-fulfillment — without disregarding differing sociocultural values and destroying natural resources. That may be termed a general goal. 
Regarding debts, we are all against the North continuing to earn from net transfers. Third World debt of over 1500 billion dollars has to be cancelled. The member states of the European Union together claim about a third of both private and public debt, but hardly take any independent action in international crisis management. Yet due to its great weight in international financial institutions, the European Union could well initiate a debt remission programme. At present the IMF and World Bank together are receiving a quarter of the debt servicing from the South. An international debt relief conference should work out the details, also on how to get back the money that corrupt elites in the debtor countries have been putting in their own pockets for years. 
At the beginning of this discussion we heard a contribution about Poland. The Central and Eastern European states must enjoy immediate cancellation of that part of their debts inherited from the old economic systems, money which was put to no good use, as can be shown. Any democratic government that has inherited this is doomed to fail without debt relief — before it has a real chance to reorganise.
What are the preconditions now for such a policy? The first one, I think, is democratisation at all levels. And that also includes more democracy in the rich Northern states, i.e. in the European Union. We have to realise that we have a political system here that is not democratic. At present we are witnessing a performance, even a tragedy, in this regard. At the meeting of the European Council in Corfu a new president of the EU Commission is to be nominated. The heads of governments cannot agree, like the new monarchs. We in the European Parliament have not even been asked our opinion and may be asked to approve the decision later.

(applause)

In this institutional structure we still have the situation that the legislative, the meeting of heads of government here in Brussels, is also the national executive — which does not preserve the division of powers. And this legislative even meets behind closed doors, which would be impossible in a democratic nation state. That means that we are still in a state of bureaucratic centralism organised on an inter-governmental level.
My colleague has just indicated to me that this is no longer the case. Certainly the Maastricht Treaty initiated a small-scale procedure in which dialogue takes place between EU institutions. But that does not cut ice at the crucial levels of power. That means for me that we have first to fight in our member states for democratic structures in the EU and then for them to spread worldwide.
The second way of getting away from previous policy, represented by the Bretton Woods system, is to promote decentralised structures. Centralism should only exist where cooperation is necessary and has to be discussed. Political power has to be moved lower down in the spirit of subsidiarity to which the EU constantly appeals.
A third important point in advancing a new policy is another value system than that established in the West in the last 50 years. We must place people in the centre of development again and not self-accumulating capital. That means that we need to establish international conferences contributing to a new international economic order with an ecological and social orientation.
In addition, we need a reorganisation of the Single European Market. This must no longer have competition as its highest principle, but must have ecology and social policy as essential areas of policy.
Only with such development will anything change at the world level, in my opinion. Change has to occur here in the system of the metropolises. And that is happening and we are contributing to it. Such a development can only be pushed through by a policy from below. That means one in which social forces, non-governmental organisations, churches and unions are much more involved than to date.

(applause)

We politicians in this European Parliament — or, more exactly, in this western European assembly — must form a bridge, perhaps that is happening today, to the movements, the NGOs, the governments, the Commission, the Council of the European Union. We must work to set up networks with the resources of this Union or of these nation states, which will take forward this decentralised policy, this policy of subsidiarity.
My last point is that the industrialised society needs to be restructured. The EU goals so far have, I believe, only continued the policy of Bretton Woods. We need e.g. to raise the price of energy, and raw materials for our industrialised society, since many of them are non-renewable. We need true costs for traffic and transport and also a decentralisation of production so that products no longer need to be shipped around the globe to the detriment of the environment.
I believe that these new conditions are extremely important for the centres of industrial production, the North American, West European and South-east Asian markets. Only through a new international cooperation and reorganisation of the international finance institutions can we arrive at the point where all people have equal rights on this earth.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you for your contribution. Now we have reached the moment of the possibility of a dialogue.

Comments and questions on the responses by witnesses/experts



Bob Goudzwaard:
Now we have reached the moment of the possibility of a dialogue, a direct dialogue. Time is short, so we have to do it in about 15 minutes and so my advice is to the experts and witnesses to ask one clear question or make one clear comment and say at the same time to which member of the European Parliament you want to direct your question or remark. Then we can have a quick interchange of opinions.
Which of the experts and witnesses can I give the floor? You can speak from your own place, of course. Mr. Budhoo, please.

Davison Budhoo:
I don't want to ask questions to any of the Parliament representatives — I'd like to make more a comment. I think what we need to do — everybody here has seemed to agree that there is a need for change. I think that disagreement is to whether the change should be fundamental change or intermediate change or marginal changes. The elements of fundamental changes that often have been articulated in relation to the international system: Change it fundamentally. I don't think there is much scope for fundamental change within the system, for instance having a Bretton Woods Conference to fundamentally change the world's economic and financial system, make it more equitable, give developing countries more of say in this matter. Simply because the world has got into a state now where developed countries, the North, — as you quite rightly said — have most of the world's resources: conspicuous consumption, the spiral of more and more economic growth, more and more consumption, higher and higher incomes — it is something, it seems to me that's criticized in the North. This obviously is at the expense of the South, it can continue only if the existing systems can continue as it is with the tremendous inequities through the IMF and the WB and GATT and other international instruments that are used by the North to their own advantage.
In terms of what else can be done: Those who are advocate for fundamental change are marginalised immediately, regarded as intellectuals or as Northern do-goodders, without any teeth, and the establishment, the system, including every aspect of government and international organisations would marginalise such people and such an organisation, and they have the crowd and the power to do it. What else is there: There can be peripheral change. This is what the IMF/WB themselves advocate. They know the illness of the institution and they often say that there is need for change and they say that they are doing things. In fact, if you approach any government of the North and say: "Well, there is need for fundamental change in the IMF/WB.", they say, "The IMF/WB are making changes already. There is nothing needed to be done." Now, this is meaningless. The IMF/WB and the G7 have tremendous power and they could build up a whole set of instruments that could insure that only marginal things are done that would not fundamentally change the system.
I think that change must come basically from the South. Southern people themselves making a statement to the North because the situation is so totally desperate, and Southern people must now make their voices heard through empowerment of Southern peoples. It is in this context that our organisation operates, an organisation on Bretton Woods which is a Southerly initiated to take it into their own hands and formulate their own programme: This is what is needed.
Thank you. (applause)

Bob Goudzwaard: 
This was more a comment than a remark, but I would like one of you to relate to this comment, please.

Christa Randzio-Plath:
Yes, briefly. I would agree that we also need to change a bit ourselves. But I would also say that despite this, an additional alteration in policy would be possible in areas where fundamental change was not necessary. I am thinking particularly in the area of regional cooperation in the Southern countries, which can be sought after more intensively through the Northern countries, and that an additional power can emerge through this. For me this is a very important point. And the second comment I would like to make is that together with GATT we have talked about the social and environmental paragraphs. And this parliament has also demanded that world trade and environmental paragraphs and social paragraphs should be linked together. I would think it highly incredible if on the one hand official cooperation in development doesn't increase substantially in the medium term, and if on the other hand the countries of the South, by means of additional financial instruments, aren't enabled to manufacture in a socially and environmentally acceptable fashion after all. As far as I am concerned, that is part of it, and these would be beginnings, to which one could say — even if one isn't exactly very hopeful with regard to basic changes — that we could ask for something from these institutions. And that I will definitely do.

Bob Goudzwaard:
There is one short remark of Mr. Romberg.

Walter Romberg:
In the EU — so we're talking about one of the richest areas — we have an official unemployment rate of 12%. Actually, unofficially it is substantially more. We know that residual unemployment has grown after every cycle of recession; that is to say, it grows and grows even during boom periods. Even in the EC, the problem of unemployment is apparently not solvable any more using current methods. In this area other structural changes have to come about, and these will only be achieved against strong opposition. In that regard, at the moment there is a growing opportunity for stronger cooperation and mutual understanding in many basic areas. But this has to be more strongly organised. There are also many opposing points, above all in that one would wish to hang on to one's own possessions, but we have to consider how we can work together as a result of this situation for the basis in a new, strongly political, way.

Wilfried Telkämper:
In reply I would like to make some brief suggestions. In reference to the market, to replace both in the exchange rate system and in the trade system the concept 'free market' with 'fair market'. This is the only conditioning that we can give which is democratising: democratising on all levels, in all regions and institutions. With respect to indebtedness and structural adaptation, there should be a writing-off of debt under the following circumstances:

· Firstly, no individual arrangements, but rather arrangements on a global level with the condition that the North recognises its share of responsibility for the debts; 

· Secondly, a freezing of wealth transferred abroad by those belonging to the ruling classes; 

· Thirdly, the creation of an international commission to decide about the illegitimacy of debt; 

· Fourthly, an investigation into the conduct of the northern banks with regard to unpaid debt.

Additionally: The withdrawal of finance for any structural adaptation programme which has not previously been the subject of democratic discussion — that is, analysis of all possible alternatives, studies on the effects, hearings of the various social streams and recognition of the differences of opinions of the people affected all have to come first. And I believe that this is the only way that we will achieve change together.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
The floor is for Mr. Arruda.

Marcos Arruda:
Thank you. First I would like to explain that the documents that we sent to you, people, before-hand have been somehow changed after we met here and have a new direction among ourselves, so that is the reason we are willing to share with you the new text that we have and that will help you to take a position about the proposals we have made. The second point is that I share this concern about the need for fundamental changes which have been stressed by some of the speakers and one thing that concerns us very much is the lack of Northern awareness of the need for change within the North to make viable the possibility of international changes. This need for change includes a very complex thing which is change of production and consumption, patterns in styles of life which are going to affect first of all the peoples of the North themselves and then have a very important effect of transferring resources for the South to develop as well.
So I would like to ask especially Mrs. Randzio-Plath and Mr. Romberg with regard to questions that Mr. Telkämper really answered very clearly in response to our comments: How do you see, or how much are you willing to put pressure on European governments for a will for urgent change in debt related policies, including bilateral debt policy relations and multilateral relations? How much are you able to influence the policies of Europe within the IMF and the WB? The second is regarding neoliberal adjustment policies: How much is it possible for you to influence European policies within the IMF and the WB so that these approaches to adjustment can be changed? And the third and most important is: The idea that, not only as Mrs. Randzio-Plath said, we need to have our right to development recognised, but we mainly need to have the right to alternative development recognised. Then my question is to you, whether you see that we have a legitimate right to try out other paths of development than the market-centred one. We talk about "people-centred development". This has serious implications in terms of priorities of your investment and efforts to develop should go.
Thank you. (applause)

Christa Randzio-Plath:
Many thanks for the question. I have not completely understood your question, because for me it is understood that a right to development is a right to independent development, and it is this starting point that I have adopted from schooldays on with regard to my engagement with the southern countries. The second point is: I do not know who can answer the question as to how we inside the EU are to try and change the structural adaptation programmes of the IMF and World Bank. And Mr. Telkämper will have just as much idea as I have. All I can say is that we are working toward this end in the European Parliament fairly much across party boundaries. And my demand is precisely that we don't restrict our view to our own communal development, or to put it another way, the capital assistance that we can give to ourselves, but rather that as we are working in multilateral international flora, we take this same broad view in these flora, and in the process change these structural adaptation programmes. But, as I said, all I can see is that, just as much in our policies with regard to eastern countries as with southern ones, regrettably we have as yet no opportunity; rather, we try here and there to improve things a little with the EU's own resources in those areas into which international funds are reaching with particular severity. I would say, as far as working together with the East is concerned, that there is a very quiet attempt by the EU, because after all the international financial institutions don't just give credit for assistance, but also at the same time grant facilities for transformation, which then put these countries in the position of getting the pleasure of credit for assistance, without then making them control their balance of trade deficit, their inflation rate etc. strictly, and without having them realise immediately wage reductions or cuts in subvention. And in this case we ought to think whether it would make sense in the context of these criteria for independent development to offer such facilities at least as a small step in this direction. But this is simply an idea, and I do not know if it is realisable, because the offering of such capital for this type of credit doesn't have much support by the `givers' and is always difficult. But I would reckon that the EC should engage itself far stronger in this area. And as far as changing the way we think is concerned, all I can say is that the ecological conversion of industry — and in this area very current are the concepts of carbon and energy tax to make energy dearer — one of the ways that I consider as a principal method, just as the coming changes in transport systems of all types would represent a current step towards changing the way we think.

Bob Goudzwaard:
There is one short remark of Mr. Wilfried Telkämper.

Wilfried Telkämper:
It is right for us to have common demands, but I would think that we could still do something as a citizens' lobby, as a political lobby here in the parliament to the institutions' committees and council, which also has to decide about donations. When I look at the Narmada Dam, the flood action plan as a dam project in Bangladesh, that which is going on in Thailand at the moment — here wherewithal from both the World Bank and the EU is flowing in, and here there are programmes for structural adaptation', and these just can't go on as they are, that is to say that we can exert a very concrete political pressure, so that these policies with regard to energy production, dams, rain forests are not continued. For example, in September there is a sitting of the council of EU foreign ministers with the foreign ministers of south-east Asia, where they want to drive precisely these policies. And if the commission and the council was to declare that it did not want to continue these policies, then that for me would be an important step in the reordering of industrial society.

Bob Goudzwaard:
I would like now to give the floor to Mr. Atherton Martin. He is from the North American sister organisation of Kairos Europa. And I also hope that he will speak briefly, because time is running out.

Atherton Martin:
Well, let me just clarify that I will be speaking later on behalf of the North American NGOs, but I am speaking now in the capacity as a person from the Caribbean which is essentially the reason for my presence here. I want to get back to the point that Mr. Budhoo and that Mr. Arruda raised, because that is the heart of the matter as to why we are here in Brussels. What is it, the EU can do, is prepared to do, to work with us to resolve some of these difficult problems. And there are a number of things that they can do that are not so big and fundamental but are critical because it would signal whether or not we really have a partner in you or whether the EU is as much a part of the problem as the Bank is.
(applause)

E.g., the EU through its Commission continues to send European consultants to the ACP states, even when there are perfectly capable, competent, bright and sound resource persons in these regions. That is a sharp immediate signal that you can give to our countries that you are serious about promoting a different approach to development: start letting us deal resolving our own problems even if you have to put up some of the resources to do that. Number 1.
(applause)

Number 2: You have just been through the GATT negotiations. Did you involve your own NGOs in that GATT negotiation process? Did you involve civil society in Europe in trying to figure out what they would want as far as a new international trade in dispensation? That will send a strong signal to us that if you are willing to talk to your NGOs then you might be willing to talk to us seriously.
Number 3: You must support the alternative structural adjustment programme in Guyana, if you are serious and if this conversation is to be anything but a talk show. You must support. There can be no equivocation about this. This is a perfect example.
(applause)

Number 4: If you are serious, and this goes for the parliamentarians as well as for the members of the Commission, if you are serious about anything remotely representing alternative sustainable development, you will stand up to the US on the question of Cuba. You will violate the embargo that the US has placed on Cuba to make it clear to the world that the Europeans at least are not going to bow down at the US.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Any reaction or is it unanimously adopted?
(laughter)

Walter Romberg:
First point: If I have been correctly informed, the European Parliament has taken a clear position against the embargo policies of the USA. Of course we have to keep asking what steps are to be taken next, and in this area not enough can be done.
Second point: The advisers/experts. We have the same problem in eastern Europe. There as well it is rightly complained about again and again, that a multitude of west Europeans are going to Russia and into other countries, who at least in part don't know the culture and the mentality of these people — and this despite the fact that there are enough experts in east European countries already. The appropriate policies in the EC are continually criticised. I can't say whether, or how, interim corrections are to be made.

Wilfried Telkämper:
As far as Cuba is concerned, I can only recommend what you have said. We have supported it politically, as has been said. Even in the context of this political support there is economic help for regenerative energy in Cuba. As to your suggestion that the ACP-countries should investigate employing their own scientists, that makes sense to me. You could extend that line of thought: How would it be if these people from the ACP-countries just came to the EU and for example investigated here the system of transeuropean networks. For example motorway networks — 100% more traffic by 2005 — and as far as emissions are concerned, we are already above the limits to which our countries promised in the Rio conference to the whole world that we would reduce our carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide emissions. Perhaps such experts might help us on a step or two.

Christa Randzio-Plath:
I would like to make a comment about the NGOs. I have already said that I belong to an NGO. I maintain that not only is their advice important, but also that that which they are doing is necessary if we are to have any independent development in many of the southern and eastern countries. And therefore for example I have insisted very strongly with regard to the process of transformation in the East, that the development of NGOs is a part of development, transformation and democratisation. I believe that this is right for all countries in the world, and therefore we have to support NGOs in their attempts to network their work. The second point in this context: For example, because I am the GATT spokesman for my party, NGOs have taken part in the discussions. And I needed these discussion too. When I was elected to parliament last time, we were preparing for the Brussels conference. And in this context, as an example, I made contact with environmental organisations, and asked them whether we ought not to link environmental problems with trade — as a question. At this time, 1989, NGOs were not prepared to ask questions. In this area I have gone down the same long road. I would reckon that without the work of NGOs in this area, it would not have been possible to get a little bit of success in the Marrakesh agreement. This work has to continue with regard to setting objectives to the new world trade organisations.

Bob Goudzwaard:
We give a hand, we are thankful for the members of the European Parliament.
(applause)

Responses by the representatives of the EU Commission and comments and questions on the responses by witnesses/experts:



Bob Goudzwaard:
I would now like to welcome representatives of the European Commission, Mr. Defraigne and Mr. Pooley. I may introduce to you Mr. Defraigne. He is Director of Directorate General I, in charge of North-South-Relation, sitting at my right hand side, and he will try to react on the previous statements, but especially on the questions that have been prepared and sent to him before. And then we will also listen to Mr. Pooley later on. Mr. Defraigne, I am glad and honoured to give you the floor.

Pierre Defraigne:
Mr. Chairman, I'm using French, since we have to make Europe more linguistically diverse, but I can continue using English later on. Maybe, before coming to this topic, I ought to remind you what does and does not constitute the responsibilities of the European Union. The European Union, as you know, with its member states, is the biggest aid donor to the developing countries. Together we are bigger than the United States and Japan combined. My second observation: we are the primary trading partner with developing countries, which is to be expected as we are the greatest commercial power in the world and for 30 years we have been one of the principal players in the liberalisation of trade mechanisms, the latest development of which was the conclusion of the Uruguay Round. The developing countries see this as a very important step forward since, as you are aware, they have participated on a grand scale in these negotiations and the majority of them are preparing to become members of the World Trade Organisation. And in all of these negotiations the European Union has made sure to facilitate, stabilise and make our markets more accessible to the exports of developing countries. I believe that on the whole some significant progress has been made. That is what the European Union has achieved. Externally, we give aid and we have opened up our markets.
Until now, we have not been a player in the international monetary system. Despite the progress made internally, through the complete unification of our markets, and through the creation of a European monetary system, Europe today is a player neither in the IMF nor in the World Bank. It is the Member States of the European Union which take part in these two institutions. Not only do we not exist as a group, but we are also separated by the game of constituencies; each of our countries is linked with others which do not form part of the European Union. If the European Union were to vote en masse in the International Monetary Fund or in the World Bank, we would have a larger vote than that of the United States, which at the moment, as you know, is the decision-maker regarding the functioning of these institutions. But one of the predictable consequences of monetary integration from now until the end of the decade will be that the European Union will have to participate as a homogenous entity in the decisions of the IMF and the World Bank. So it is a good idea to start discussing now what our position will be as we begin to play a more and more important role in these institutions.
Then today I have heard a lot of negative things about the IMF and the World Bank, and I suppose that if I had taken part in some of the demonstrations that took place yesterday, I would have heard a great deal more. And of course, I can fully recognise the legitimacy of many of the problems and frustrations expressed. But nevertheless, as a representative of the European Commission, I cannot fully take on board all of the proposals that you have made because I do not fundamentally agree with them.
I would like to say what I agree and disagree with, and in this way we will be able to have a genuine dialogue. I think that when we look at the last two decades, we can see that the world has changed, that the developing world has changed; that certain countries, an important group of countries, are making real efforts to rejoin the developed world. You find these countries essentially in East Asia. There is another group which is in a state of stagnation in its Gross National Product per capita. We could give as examples Latin America and the Arab world, with some shining exceptions. And then there is the problem of those developing countries which are sinking further into under-development — here, again, with some exceptions, basically Sub-Saharan Africa. So the outlook is neither all bleak or all bright, there have been some successes, some partial successes and some failures. This we have to understand.
There are two factors which seem evident and it is the combination of these two factors which explain the success of those which are making progress. One is the quality of the development policies followed by these countries. These policies are not all the same. There is no miracle recipe for development. The policy of continental China hasn't got much in common with the method used in Singapore or in South Korea. But there is a political will and an interest in development, and then there is also the application of a series of basic principles which make countries develop. That is the first factor.
The second factor, I regret to say, is the international economic environment with all its imperfections, with all its faults and weaknesses, but the fact remains: the opening-up of the market has allowed the development of an important manufacturing industry in part of the Third World. Twenty years ago, the developing countries made up seven per cent of exports of manufactured goods; today that figure is twenty per cent. That means that there is a group of developing countries which is changing course. Before, they provided primary materials; now they are becoming our partners and our competitors. And these countries have found a way, not only of developing, but also of reducing inequalities at home. Because one of the most striking things, when you look at the development of manufacturing industry, is that it permits, better than the production of primary materials, the sharing of wealth created in a more egalitarian way, because people are the protagonists, people can improve their situation as manufactured goods become more and more sophisticated. It is a fact which is undeniable. Therefore, there is this group which is succeeding because it has access to, in international markets and can benefit from this.
But there is another factor which plays a part and which is also very positive, and that is the development of international capital markets. Now I know someone is going to tell me, and so I will preempt them, last week in Le Monde it was reported that George Soros had made more than a billion dollars speculating with his own personal funds on international currencies on Wall Street. This is shocking, and certainly something which cries out for our attention and demands to be put right, however we must not allow the Soros case to obscure the big fish who are appropriating the international capital which is needed by the Third World. We will come back to the issue of debt, as it is of extremely pressing concern to this meeting, and rightly so, but there are assets invested by business, there is direct international investment which is proving itself to be an agent of Third World industrialisation, and which has some positive aspects and does not automatically mean, necessarily, that international capital totally controls the purse strings of the unfortunate developing countries. It is a lot more complicated than that. It is clear that direct international investment from business has the effect of creating wealth, of generating foreign currency, creating jobs, and improving access to international markets, which is extremely valuable.
Now I will be told, I've already been told just now, that it is the problem of big business, and that the most important trade is conducted by big business. This is no longer true. It is true that there are big companies and that they are continuing to grow, but alongside there is something new, the fact that tens of thousands of medium-sized businesses are becoming international businesses, and will invest in the Third World in the form of partnerships, and will become sources of economic and industrial diversification.
So, may I summarise, there have been some successes. These successes are due firstly to good internal policies, which have been helped to fruition by access to international markets and by the provision of capital from the market, much more than from aid. Aid, it has to be said, and we feel all the more at ease discussing aid because we contribute a great deal of it, is limited, will remain limited and causes a lot of undesirable consequences, one of which was pointed out by Mr. Martin just now.
I'll come now to those countries which have not experienced success, notably that group of countries with average revenues which are caught in the debt trap. We are told that this debt is the joint responsibility of the North and the South, that we must resolve it together, and it is true. And we are told, "In every case, we must do away with it, we must get rid of this debt." I personally would like to look a bit further into this. Towards two aspects of this debt. I see it as being two debts. Firstly the debt of those countries which owe to the commercial banks, and then the debt of those countries essentially indebted to governments or to international organisations. When we are talking about countries indebted to commercial banks, it is obvious that if the debt is canceled, and if we want to avoid the collapse of our own banking system — which would cause enormous economic and social problems for the European countries which have invested in this system — it would mean that the member states would have to shoulder the burden with taxpayers' funds. And whether they would do it directly or via the IMF or the World Bank, poses a very grave problem: to suggest to taxpayers, who are usually average people with average incomes, that they should finance a debt which has been accumulated in the Third World, and by whom? Because that is what is so interesting.
I will give you a figure from the World Bank. Today, we can say that Sub-Saharan Africa and the Arab States have the highest proportion of foreign debt as a percentage of their GDP, and at the same time, the highest level of private assets held abroad as a percentage of their GDP. To put it another way, these are the countries where, by all sorts of internal mechanisms in which corruption clearly plays a central role, private owners have become wealthier, have taken their money abroad and left their nations in debt. And so we are being asked to foot the bill. So this is one of the problems I would like to address when I talk about solutions, because in some of the suggestions made there is something which greatly interests me. But I would like to say this: for the North to help the South out of its debt problem, the North has the right to ask for certain changes in the South. I will admit maybe it is a paradox, and I am not afraid of being a little provocative here, I'll even go a bit further — I think that the debt strategy is an opportunity for useful, interesting and positive change in a whole string of developing countries.
I am now referring particularly to countries with average incomes, notably Latin America. Contrary to much received wisdom, the IMF and the World Bank are busy conducting a silent revolution in these countries, which in the end should change their political and social balance. These countries have always had a very unequal distribution of wealth. Those who own the land and natural resources and who therefore control the production of primary materials, have a very high standard of living, and find the status quo suits them perfectly well. They have developed a small local industry under enormous protectionism, and by producing in their factories poor quality goods at utterly excessive prices to the consumer they have made themselves rich. How can a debt strategy address this problem? In two ways: the first is that the debt strategy envisaged by the IMF and the World Bank seeks to eliminate inflation which is, as you realise, a tax on the poor. The rich can easily protect their assets against inflation, but the poor cannot. So, every policy of stabilisation, as it is called, is a policy which strives for greater social justice. The question is knowing how to achieve stabilisation. To achieve stabilisation, we must stop printing money, indiscriminately call a halt to budget deficits. Then, the choice will be: either increase taxes or reduce expenditure.
Among the recommendations of the IMF and the World Bank, when you look much closer, the stress is on the implementation of taxes which will be simultaneously more effective and fairer. I will give as an example Argentina: 30 million inhabitants and 30,000 inhabitants who payed income tax. Now you have a taxation reform in Argentina which is leading towards a genuine income tax, a tax with a progressive character. It must be recognised that this is a revolution which the Argentinians might never have achieved through social struggle.
The other aspect is expenditure. Many countries at first opted to make reductions in those areas of expenditure which help people, spending on social programmes, and it is true that in the beginning the IMF and the World Bank failed to pay enough attention to these aspects. But today, because we are having this dialogue, this debate, things have begun to change on this level too. 
But above all, the IMF and the World Bank, under terms imposed by us, the countries of the North, it is true, are managing to open up the market, to get rid of all these oligopolies and monopolies which form the oligarchical power base of these countries. These oligarchies which ensure the control of political power, including the distribution of public wealth, which prevent new businesses from appearing, monopolise credit, prevent the emergence of potential entrepreneurs, who do exist in these countries, from entering the formal economy instead of remaining confined in the black economy.
Now I don't want to go on for too long, but I would like to make it clear, I would like to go back to my argument — and I will leave aside the problem of Africa which is much more complicated and which Director General Pooley is much more qualified to speak on than I am — by saying: let's not be too pessimistic about the evolution of the world. Some of the developing countries are developing, really developing. There are others which, through the debt strategy, are dedicated to implementing a series of internal balances which are bringing in tow greater efficiency and justice.
And now, under three separate points, I would like to offer you my conclusions on the improvements we should introduce at the level of the international economic system.
The first point: we are in favour of an economic Security Council which would be representative of all the continents of the world and which would ensure a coherent collaboration between the different pillars of the international economy: the World Trade Organisation, the International Monetary Fund and the Development Bank. We want the world to see these global development strategies, with their integrated "environmental" dimension, defined by a political body, which is no longer the G7 and which should not become the G3. That is clear. As for the IMF, there too we must realise that we, Europe, should play a more active role proportional to our importance and our degree of integration. But the IMF must become more universal, without going towards "one nation, one vote", that is a dream. It is a dream in the IMF, but great progress can be made by making representation more equitable for the developing countries. But the real change for the IMF, is that it must ensure genuine supervision of the macro-economic policies of each country. Not only of the developing countries, but also the countries in the G7, and especially those countries which accumulate trade deficits, and have built up an external debt which now exceeds the debt of the Third World, and which in their dedication to reabsorb that debt are causing the dollar to fall and destroying any growth possibilities for their trade partners. The IMF must have the means to intervene in the affairs of the bigger countries. The IMF must improve its competitiveness in providing liquid assets for the developing countries. It must definitely reinforce structural adjustment facilities, and SDRs must be created for those countries which have not yet been recipients of a share.
I would like — I'll leave to one side the World Bank, because there you could say almost the same thing — I would like to say a word about an institution which we haven't discussed yet and which, in my opinion, ought to play an increasingly important role: the International Bank for Settlements and Clearing, which is responsible for improving the careful supervision of capital markets in order to avoid this internationalisation process from turning into a systematic crisis. This institution is in my opinion the best placed to address a question which has been asked here and which is basically a just one: to establish a clarification of capital exports which are bound up with corruption, obviously with drugs, with all sorts of system dysfunction, and which are an obstacle, notably in the resolution of the debt problem. Because it will be impossible to resolve the debt problem of Africa and the Arab world if we do not restore to these countries their illegally exported private capital. We must create and put into force mechanisms which will enable the recovery of these assets, because it is a question of justice, a question of efficiency and it is one of those improvements which would be possible and useful today, even if it does not necessarily lead to the ideal world which you rightly continue to promote.
Thank you for listening.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
I will now ask Mr. Peter Pooley, Acting General Director of Directorate General VIII to take the floor.

Peter Pooley:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now I am not going to speak about Africa. I think there is one or two prior questions to ask oneself before I talk about anything to do with development, and the main prior question is whether it is worth opening a dialogue at all with this assembly and, indeed, wether that is worth my while being here at all. I note that the representatives of the Council have not arrived. I don't know quite why — they have obviously got something more important to do. When I saw the papers which arrived very late due to action by German unions, and not through any inefficiency of the organisers I might say, I wondered whether it was worth my while coming to open a dialogue with you. What has been said and the reaction to the good sense just spoken by Mr. Defraigne — a combination of silence and mocking laughter — persuades me to the contrary.
There have been said things here which amazed me and astonished me in the case of serious people. Mr. Martin was telling us earlier that the Community must be serious. I must ask: Are you serious? Look at some of the things that are in these documents. Do you really believe them? I look for a reply to some of these questions because then I would decide whether we can have a serious dialogue. Do you believe that there is a real possibility of solving the problems of development to developing countries by instituting a new economic order based on justice — your idea of social justice — and on the basis of sustainable environmental development — your idea of what is environmentally sustainable. Do you believe that there is a real possibility?
Well, I was in Rio and I didn't see any great result there in terms of a new world economic order. Do you believe — just take a small example from Guyana — that the government that over a generation ruined that country was a government imposed as a result of a plot by the donor community? Is that believed here? Because if that — well, it appears to be believed here — if that is your starting point to talk about Guyana then there is no sense in continuing. Because it is totally unrealistic and wrong. Do you believe that it is possible to democratise a bank like the World Bank in the way that you propose? That the European Union should use its weight, as I understand it, which amounts to more than one third of the voting power and perhaps rather more, perhaps 40 per cent with the four new member states, in order to put itself in a position where you have one nation — one vote, and we reduce our power of 16 countries to one tenth instead of 40 per cent? Is that going to happen? Do you really believe that? Do you know any bank or any organisation with economic and commercial ends which gives the same voting power to the person who has one share as to the person who has a million shares? I must have some idea as to whether these things are really believed. If this is your starting point, if it is your starting point that the first thing to do is to raise all commodity prices and then all will be well, if you believe that nations which have incurred debts, as has been said, have the right to announce them if the debts were incurred by their predecessors. If it is that what you believe, then you believe something that will completely jam up and completely freeze the whole financial system. If you are a government you normally need to borrow money. Every government borrows money in the short term and in the long term. And the solutions suggested of annulation of commercial debt, because it was incurred by somebody else on the part of a government, is one way to ensure that that government would never be able to borrow money again. Not from the international institutions, not from its own people. And if you believe that, then there is no point in starting a dialogue on the basis of the reform of the institutions.
We are ready to put forward proposals for the reform of the Bretton Woods institutions. But if your starting point is that the Bretton Woods institutions are a plot, a conspiracy by the donor community in order to exploit further the Third World, if you characterise the World Bank and the IMF and the European Union and Mr. Defraigne and Mr. Pooley as neo-colonialists then there is no point in starting a dialogue at all. So I will stop here. If you do not want to talk to me in terms that make something like sense then there is no point in my talking to you.
Thanks.
(tumult)

Bob Goudzwaard:
May I ask you for some respect for our speaker. Maybe I would ask him personally one additional question: You referred at the end of your contribution to possible reforms of the Bretton Woods institutions which are not under those requisites that you indicated. Have you the willingness to give a small indication of what could be done?

Peter Pooley:
Not to this body, no.
(noise)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Sorry, I have to ask the audience persistently not to take part in the debate now except for our experts and witnesses who have prepared their contributions. So the floor is now to witnesses and experts who want to speak. Silence, please. Mr. Atherton Martin, please.

Atherton Martin:
Mr. Chairman, I didn't travel to Brussels to be insulted by anybody.
(long applause)

Peter Pooley:
Nor did I come here to be insulted, but I was.
(Mr. Pooley leaves the room.)

Bob Goudzwaard:
I will ask Mr. Martin nevertheless to say what he has to say. And then we will go on in the last part of reflection of this morning which has a little bit a different course than I expected it. So Mr. Atherton Martin, please.

Atherton Martin:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This last gentleman who spoke, Mr. Pooley, confirms my worst fears about the extent of resistance to the just and serious demands that are being made by people from the South. In fact, it is in sharp contrast by the presentation of the first gentleman who at least had the decency and the common sense — and I want to personally thank Mr. Defraigne for coming back for the discussion, because you yourself raised some serious and important questions which we need to talk about, not with standing assumptions. And I would like to raise a couple of them with you.
Firstly: You spoke about a number of "success stories" and unsuccessful stories. And you raised the question of the "tigers" of Asia as being examples of success stories. You indicated that it is partly due to the quality of development policies that were followed by these states and you indicated what, you thought, some of those policies might have been. I would like to suggest that there there were also some other circumstances and policies that were followed by these states which, if they were followed today or if they were even possible today, would not be tolerated by the international community. E.g., it is well known that especially in the early stages of their move toward industrialisation, that the NICs, as we know them today, received over long periods of time massive amounts of international aid. We are in a time today when it is precisely the opposite trend that is occurring for most of our countries.
Secondly: It is also true that many of the NICs managed their growth, their startling growth, in the context of severe internal control over the rights of trade unions and other people within those societies, the right of the dissent, the right to strike, the right to even negotiate for conditions that would be suitable to the workers' health and safety and even to talk about the environment was not a right that was possible in those times. And so the real cost of development of those models probably has not yet been taken into account. The knowledge we have today, e.g., of the impact of unmitigated application of agricultural chemicals to farms probably was not available then and is partly the result, today, of the negative impact of these policies of food production and growth that were achieved in these areas. And we, certainly, do not want to undergo that high cost of environmental damage as we seek to address our own growth and development problems. So, the questions of ecology and environment are a factor for us today that probably was not as critical a factor under the circumstances that these countries proceeded. Also, it is quite true that there was, and still are probably today, some extremely high subsidisation of food production in these countries that today is considered an unfair trade in practice, that today is not tolerated on the structural adjustment programmes, that today is not tolerated on the NAFTA, that today is not tolerated under the bilateral agreements in trade that our countries now have to content with.
So, I am suggesting to you that the circumstances under which the growth took place in these countries is remarkably different from the circumstances in which we today have to operate. As a result, the policies and the programmes that have to be put in place have to take into account some of the proposals that my colleagues have been making here this morning which seem to have disturbed your colleague so substantially. I would suggest that these be matters that are taken into account. One other point I'd like to make on another matter you raised...

Bob Goudzwaard:
Can you be brief?

Atherton Martin:
Very short. I am not asking questions. I just want to raise two comments. You spoke about the question of corruption, and it means the North is being asked to pick up the bill, that money was used to create wealth for a few. Well, there is a very easy way to deal with that problem. Most of our dictators, most of our corrupt industrialists, most of the people who have stolen wealth from our people live in the North, have bank accounts in the North, in your countries, and it would be very simple, it seems to us, to find out where they have their bank accounts and to transfer those moneys back into our treasuries. That would save you tax spares. Most of these people have large mansions and holiday resorts in your countries because they don't live in their own countries. So, it seems to me, we can short-circuit what is a very difficult problem for you by working with you and your security people to find out where they are, get the money, sell the mansions, get the money back in our treasuries so that we can at least ask you for less money than we are now having to ask you for.
Thank you. (applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Mr. Defraigne, please.

Pierre Defraigne:
First I would like to tell you that the man who has left us, Director General Pooley, has dedicated his life to the ACP-countries in Africa. He is an activist working towards the solution of this continent's problems, and I think you could hear the depth of emotion, so unusual among the British, which lent a sincerity and indignation to his arguments which spoke to us all. There is a risk in our deadlocked society, where official speeches are so often wooden, where the margins for manoeuvre become terribly narrow, of seeing the creation of assemblies like yours where generally well-informed people, not all, but in every case highly motivated, and often motivated by noble causes rather than personal ambition, end up imagining an alternative world, and because you are all together, you often use the same language, some of you represent important organisations, others just yourselves, but you have a freedom of speech, of imagination without limits. And it is healthy, from time to time, to let your imagination run free, especially when faced by injustice and poverty. But at a given moment, it is dangerous, because we all know that the world is evolving, has to improve, but can only do so through violent ruptures, i.e. revolutions, and why not the Revolution? But it isn't a question of revolution, we have to go step by step. And as conscious as Mr. Pooley is of a series of deficiencies in the system in which we all live, and I think he would have been very pleased to discuss this further with you, it has been intellectually difficult for him to be confronted by a sort of alternative concept which he sees as unrealistic. And because he is really there on the ground where it counts, confronted by all sorts of problems, he doesn't think that your sort of support helps him very much. I had to say that, because it should make you think as well about your approach to dialogue with institutions like ours which do exist and which do share power and responsibility.
Now I would like to come back to the subject of the success stories of Asia. One thing has always struck me about Asia, and that is the contrast between South Asia and the Philippines, to take two important countries. Thirty years ago South Korea was a very poor country, which had just come out of a very costly war, into a not particularly advantageous climate, and which had no doubt received significant American aid for its national security, but when we look at the development aid received by South Korea, it has been very limited. And beside that, you have a country like Argentina, a country which is very similar in terms of population but which is infinitely richer, possibly one of the richest countries in the world in arable land and mineral resources, including, we now know, energy resources. And you look at these two countries, which from the start have been heavily in debt. You see one country going up and the other coming down. Why has one, South Korea, gone up? Because South Korea placed its bets on industrialisation and investing in its people. Ten or twelve years ago I was in the United States for one year with an extraordinary man who had been a presidential candidate three times for Korea, who had been seriously injured in an assassination attempt set up by the government of the time which had military tendencies, which had left him handicapped, but who had fantastic courage. And I remember what Korea was like ten or twelve years ago, the Korea where people were terrorised and issued with death threats and where they tried to kill political opponents. Today, whether you like it or not, there is democracy in South Korea, there are unions in South Korea, South Korea is now accumulating assets, has accumulated surpluses, has achieved commercial stability, which means it is starting to benefit from the efforts it has made. Look at Argentina, infinitely more blessed at the beginning, with peace, which has wasted its resources over thirty years of bad domestic government, achieving no democratic progress until recently. And in the same vein, look at the Philippines, which are also part of Asia, but that part of Asia which is not succeeding. Eighty families have a slice of the cake, yet this country lets its young people live in the most dire poverty, selling cigarettes one by one to motorists on street corners, in the pollution and heat, instead of using a tool in a factory and earning their living as they are capable of doing. Why? Because the Philippines have opted for the Latin American model, strong foreign protection and strong internal protection. In the Philippines you won't find any credit. You have a good idea, you have people who want to help you and who are willing to act as guarantors: but you have no access to a bank because saving is reserved for the rich families who have always ruled this country and who consume its wealth among themselves. And they can do it because the country is protected from outside.
Once, on one of my assignments, I spoke with the President of the Philippino Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Lim. I will never forget that extraordinary conversation. I had come to encourage European investment in the Philippines. And he said to me, "Listen carefully, European investment in the Philippines, sure, in any sector where there are no Filipino businesses, OK. But where we have Filipino businesses, we don't need you." I said, "But that's insane! We can bring you capital, we can bring you technology, we can promise employment because we're competitive, we can export, we will develop your country." "Ah," he said, "but you will ruin Filipino businesses!" I said, "Obviously we'll ruin a few, that's not important — except of course for the shareholders of these businesses — but for the people, the workers, it's a remarkable opportunity to achieve what has been achieved in a series of Southeast Asian countries, using direct international investment to promote truly competitive industry, and for the Filipinos to experience the same level of economic performance as the rest of the ASEAN."
Those are the sort of difficulties you encounter, and that's why I disagree, totally disagree with Mr. Martin. Of course I believe there has been oppression and environmental damage but I see it as the key to Asia's success — and it is an undeniable success, standards of living are rising, inequalities are diminishing and once again I will compare it to Latin America. Look at the UNDP figures: they invest in education, and trade union rights are appearing in a series of countries. It's true that I recently read in a newspaper about an Indonesian minister saying if he saw a demonstrator in the street, he would have him arrested. So there are still problems, there is a fight to be won, but at least the cake is getting bigger and it can be shared out. The worst situation is when you have a combination of poverty, dictatorship and an absence of civil and trade union rights. I tell you, in Asia, things are changing, and to deny the progress made in Asia as you are doing, I find dangerous, because ultimately it is a way of saying, "The developing countries can only make a better living if the North changes its attitude." That is completely wrong. The North cannot solve the problems of the South. The South has to take life in its own hands and to solve the problems on its own.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you. Now, Mr. Budhoo please.

Davison Budhoo:
Thank you. It has been an amazing morning. It seems to me that emotionalism and subjectivity have taken over totally. That, in a sense is not a bad thing, because quite frequently, when people speak about the IMF and the World Bank and what they have done to southern people, you have to be emotional and you have to be subjective. And those who defend the IMF/World Bank they, too, must become emotional and subjective. The IMF and the World Bank, they also are emotional and subjective.
What I want to say is, I want to get out of this emotionalism and this subjectivity. It depends on how we see the institutions. I see it from the perspcetive of the desperation of poor people in the South. In all the countries that are supposed to be success stories there have been and still are more and more and more impoverisation and death and destitution. The lives of people have been devastated in all the success stories. But I want to get away from that. I just give some facts. The first is: What has been the response of the international community, other arms of the United Nations, to the policies of the IMF and the World Bank. You just need to look over the last 2 or 3 years — reports from UNCTAD, UNICEF, UN Economic Commission for Africa, Asia, Latin America, even UNDP, the FAO — to see that all these institutions have condemned categorically the IMF and the World Bank for what UNICEF claims has been an outreach against humanity. What is happening today in relation to the IMF/World Bank policies is the most systematic genocide of children ever perpetrated in the history of human civilization. This is recognised internationally. Those who want to hide behind it and forget it, that is their own problem. It is known to the G7 governments, certainly is known to the officials of all the major organisations as the EU.
The second thing I want to say is — let me give you some of my experiences as a past staff member of both the IMF and the World Bank. When I resigned from the IMF in 1988 I wrote a booklet, an open letter of resignation, in which I accused the IMF of statistical and non-statistical fraud, perpetrated systematically over years against the people and the government of Trinidad and Tobago. The government of the country had to appoint two commissions — an international commission and a domestic commission — of eminent world known economists who had to look at these allegations and said that everything I said was absolutely true. In fact, one of the commissions said that I even underestimated the extent of the fraud. The IMF has refused to respond to the charges made by two international commissions at the request of the government. When I left the institution the chief adviser to the managing director of the IMF made a public statement in which he said that Davison Budhoo is someone who is trying to change the international system. This was taken at a press conference in London two years ago. The Fund was asked to give a response. They said we have nothing to say about this. This is the sort of psychology, internally, that reflects the policies and programmes of the IMF in the Third World. I don't want to say any more, but the position that we have put this morning is the position from the desperation of the South, it is also the position from the staff itself of the IMF/World Bank. There is no consensus in the staff. The staff of the World Bank itself are fully aware what is happening. Many of the internal staff are fully aware and are very supportive of the programmes and the policies and the form that we are suggesting for the institution. These are facts.
Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
We will take this as a statement. Maybe, something additional from Mr. Arruda.

Marcos Arruda:
As concluding remark I would like to defend, first of all, our right to dream, because you said that we have been imagining an alternative world. Our reason to come from the South here was not with an attitude of arrogance to tell you that we know the answer and we have only one answer. We are coming to you with the spirit of dialogue and search for collaboration with you to overcome problems that are no longer only South-problems, but also North. We believe that they are rooted in the same causes, and that is what we are talking about. Our reasons to be imagining an alternative world is because we believe that the current world is pointing towards a very dangerous direction.
We see reality with two dimensions. One is the current reality, the other is the potential that is hidden inside that current reality. Our belief is that we have to be aware of what is coming up in order to avoid a growing disaster especially for the peoples of the world, not only the South. So, that is why we believe that we can and should dream. But the second belief is that our dream is not unreal. It is not based on abstractions, but rather on existing social relations on a world scale. It is based on the fact that there is material, enormous concentration of wealth in the hands of a growingly small number of people. And that is in the official documents of the UN and so on. On the other side there is a growing number of people being marginalised, not only being exploited or suffering, but being marginalised from the market system. And we would like to just question — that is the end of my comment — not to give any more evidence or any discussion, but just question the basic assumption that is behind your arguments and that we believe we don't agree with — we should continue to discuss in order convergence — and that is the assumption that the market-centered type of economy can resolve problems for the world. We do not believe in that. And we are now listening to the World Bank changing its own rhetoric and talking about people-centered development. We are not the only ones who believe that this kind of development must emerge, we just have to give a real people content to that proposal and that is our challenge. Let us think over together. What would be a "people-centered development"?
Thank you. (applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you.

Concluding statements from a global perspective:

Bob Goudzwaard:
The concluding reflecting remarks of this morning will be made by Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of Churches, and Dr. Ulrich Duchrow.
Mr. Defraigne will be leaving in some minutes. So, I will already thank him for the contribution of this morning and the willingness to participate.
The word is to Dr. Konrad Raiser.

Konrad Raiser:
I have been invited to speak as general secretary of an international non-governmental organisation. I am also a citizen of the European Community and happen to be the first to speak after what we have just experienced. Therefore I ask for a point of personal privilege before saying what I had planned to say, because I was not prepared for what we just witnessed. As a citizen of the European Community, I am ashamed at the attitude of contempt and the refusal to enter into critical dialogue with partners of the South, and I am shocked at this example of a total lack of democratic culture in this house of the European Parliament; democratic culture for me means readiness to entertain dialogue with critical citizens. What we have seen, indeed, is that the European Commission is an institution of power. Citizens, citizens' groups, and NGOs are defined by having no power except the power of the critical word. We are here to exercise that power. And if that demonstration of critical power is so intimidating that a person who has been invited to respond leaves, then I wonder what the source of power of the European Community is. That was my point of personal privilege.
The key point in this morning's agenda was the question of sustainable development. At least that was my understanding. I think we would not talk about sustainable development — socially and environmentally sustainable development — we would not have had numerous UN-sponsored international conferences and voluminous reports about paths towards sustainable development, if the present situation were sustainable. I think we have received ample witness, very telling witness which supplements what all of us can read in the statistics provided by the respective reports that the present situation is non-sustainable; neither socially, humanly sustainable nor environmentally sustainable. I will not go into quoting all the statistical figures again. But we probably need to continue the critical dialogue about which reality we talk about. Do we talk about the reality that is shown in the figures of the gross national product — is that the reality? Or do we talk about the reality that the vast majority of people experience? I see most of the people in this room coming out of the work with people in every-day-life-situations. That is their legitimation, not some kind of supposedly alternative ideology. Having to deal with the every-day-life-situation of people, that is very difficult to capture in statistics, but sometimes it even enters the reports of international organisations. That is the only credibility which most of the NGOs and civic groups have and that credibility they should not allow being taken away from them.
If there is evidence that the present situation, in terms of the global economic and financial system is non-sustainable, then, of course, the question needs to be pursued further: What are the principle causes for that? I will not enter into a long analysis of this. It is my personal belief and this belief is based partly on the institutional experience in the World Council of Churches, partly on the careful study of the available documentation, that there are two basic causes. One is the economistic paradigm of development that is still being pursued as the only path for development, and secondly the increasing de-regulation of the financial and capital markets. If that is at least the beginning of an analysis — it cannot pretend to be an analysis, I put these as theses — then I think the demand that there be some basic change to the system should at least be entertained as a reasonable demand.
Part of the system are the Bretton Woods institutions. The evidence points to the fact that the policies pursued by the BW institutions in terms of development do not only produce non-sustainable situations but they are not even sustainable in terms of the criteria, the stated policy, aims and purposes of the BW institutions — certainly not the aims and purposes for which these institutions were once created 50 years ago. It is worthwhile to look into the history and the origin of these institutions and what has become of them. We see that these institutions more and more have become instruments to serve the interests of the powerful, certainly the interest of the economically and financially powerful countries of the North. More and more the real decision making has moved to the Group of Seven, and basically we have seen a marginalisation of what was originally meant to be the centrepiece of the whole structure of global governance, namely the United Nations. If these observations can command any credibility, then we have to ask what re-direction is possible. I believe that after the end of the cold war which had created a situation of confrontational dogmatism also in terms of economic and financial management, globally, we can start a process of critical re-assessment without necessarily getting stuck in the ideological confrontation. We certainly need more effective forms and instruments of global governance. But the sometimes almost exclusive focus on the global level of re-orientation and re-structuring can become a trap. And I think we have received some indication of the trap already in the witnesses this morning. It could be a trap, both, socially and ecologically. Therefore while the discussion about a re-organisation and a re-direction of the institutions of global governance is certainly needed, what we need just as much is all the efforts to re-establish viable ecologically and humanly sustainable communities at local and national levels. All the evidence points to the fact that alternatives will grow from below and will only grow if the people are allowed to formulate their own projects for development.
I come back to the question of global governance first and then end up with a few remarks on viable and sustainable communities.
As far as global governance and the respective institutional arrangements are concerned we have a wide spectrum of proposals: The most, the farthest developed among these are probably the proposals of the UNDP, the United Nations Developing Programme, first formulated in the report of 1992, now further developed in the reports of 1993 and 1994 which go into fair detail and do in fact pick up some of the original intentions that were behind the establishment of the BW institutions. All of this is printed and available, and therefore I do not need to go into any of the details. There will have to be further discussion about the feasibility and viability of these proposals but to call them utterly non-realistic I think is a perfectly non-realistic stance for a political official.
(applause)

Two of the immediate priorities will be to watch carefully the further implementation of the final resolutions of the Uruguay Round regarding the setting up of the World Trade Organisation (WTO). So far we only have the framework and a lot needs to be filled in into this framework, and a lot possibly can still be achieved in getting the beginning of a re-direction and not simply to allow the trinity of the BW organisations to be completed. At least the weighting of voting rights has been overcome in the WTO. The same, I think, needs to be said with regard to the Global Environmental Facility that is nearing the end of its first mandate. The discussions about the re-shaping of this facility are under way, and a lot could be done learning from the experiences and the failures of the first mandate period to enter more critically into the second mandate. A final element at the level of global governance is certainly the proposal to take the question of debt and the legitimacy of debt to some form of international tribunal or to the International Court of Justice. I think the case has convincingly been made, it only needs the political will to respond to the case. We do have the international instruments to deal with the questions. In all our national legislations we do have the respective instrumentalities to deal with fraudulent credit and debt. And therefore it is a matter of urgency to clarify this question of legitimacy of international debt which has been on the table and on the agenda since 10 years at least.
Finally, regarding viable and sustainable communities: The World Council of Churches (WCC) is a NGO including more than 320 churches around the world. Churches usually are closer to the people than to global structures. And therefore I find it important for the WCC to join forces even more clearly than so far with all those groups of civil society and with NGOs — a very impressive example was given of the Bretton Woods Reform Organisation — in formulating fostering alternatives that are a genuine expression of the aspirations to people. The whole approach in the direction of alternative structural adjustment programmes is something that we will have to take further also in the international church discussion. The churches do have a few areas of genuine experience of their own. The Ecumenical Cooperative Development Society (EDCS) is a model of a new form of conditionality that you could call an alternative conditionality which respects the call for democratisation and which respects the basic call for social sustainability. Certainly, the investment in human capital, in human productivity and efficiency should become more and more the priority over against the investment in resources capital and in capital productivity and efficiency. These are criteria that have been emphasized in the respective discussions among the churches and have been formulated in submissions to the governmental panels from several member churches including member churches in the EU. So we need to continue the critical dialogue within the EU, and some of this will take place this afternoon.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard: 
Ulrich Duchrow, please.

Ulrich Duchrow:
After what the General Secretary of the World Council of Churches said to what we experienced I don't want to make but one little comment: I also wonder why not only the proposals of the UNDP, that we put forward, but also of the European Parliament were regarded as irrealistic. And we would probably, then, try to take up the question again with Mr. Pooley personally because I wonder about the cooperation between the Parliament and the Commission on these issues as well.
(applause)

The second point is to the architecture of the hearing this morning: I wanted to state clearly that nobody of us, neither in writing nor orally, has challenged the personal integrity of those who engage for development work. The real issue put forward this morning is that, while the EU and we in our national contexts are doing those efforts in development, every year it gets worse, and the question is why. And therefore we have asked you to include into the questions of development and North-South-relations a critical analysis of the global economic and particularly the financial systems that are creating that bigger and bigger gap which we can't cope with by purely development efforts. And so, therefore, this is the key which we wanted to bring out today.
And the third little remark is that, of course, we also know that not even you in the Commission, not to speak of the Parliament, have the power to really address at the present moment the question of the international financial and monetary system, because, indeed, the 12 national governments of the union together with the US government and the Japanese government have major responsibility, and that we can assure you at this point in parenthesis and I particularly thank you, Mr. Defraigne, that you have personally invested a lot in order to invite Mr. Maystatt here for our hearing as a representative of the European Council of Ministers as a finance minister and a governor in the IMF which had not in that case been possible because of particular reasons, but in general we were not able to find a responsible counterpart in the European Council of Ministers on these issues, while at the same time there are structures who prepare for the monetary union. And in that moment Europe will be coresponsible, as you yourself indicated, for the international financial and monetary system, but these committees, e.g. the Committee on Monetarian Affairs, not the Parliamentarian one, but the Council's one, they are not at all in the public exposing the proposals they are developing. So at the end there will be a decision by 12 governments but no participation of the population of Europe, not to speak about the South or the East has been triggered in order to have a common dialogue on this terribly important questions, what the EU will do when there will be a monetary union. That is completely behind the closed door. And that is, although we cannot expose it right now in a dialogue, we have to simply say that and raise that question publicly and also educate the voters that they vote in governments who publicly discuss these life-and-death-issues not only for the South but, and that will be the theme for this afternoon, also for our own people in Europe.
Thank you.
(applause)

HEARING PART II:

THE POLITICAL RESPONSIBILITY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION FOR THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL ORDER WITH RESPECT TO EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL COHESION WITHIN EUROPE
Opening by the moderator


Bob Goudzwaard:
So, if you, please, want to take your seat! Just some brief words, an introduction of the theme of this afternoon's session.
When we speak about social coherence within the European Community itself, then it sounds like a typical inner-European matter. And so, already in the beginning of this session, the question could arise: What by heaven is the use or the benefit of relating this issue to the role of the Bretton Woods Institutions? Is it not mixing-up internal and external factors in the Community? I can imagine this question, but I hope at the same time that this afternoon will make it very clear that it is based on a very risky way of reasoning. And the reasons can be given almost immediately.
The first is that the institutions of Bretton Woods do play their role in the very heart of today's world of international money. That is a world which has increasingly become a world on its own, driven by its own laws and fueled by its own, sometimes, hectic expectations. But at the same time it is more and more this world, the world of money, which rules to a high extent the course of nations, selecting them and rejecting them in terms of risks and in terms of aversion of financial risks. So, what steers the world of money is itself becoming more and more steerless. And what will then be left of stability and coherence, not only outside but also inside the communities and nations? In such a disoriented money-empowered world all weak social groups, regions and nations can suffer harm. Social developments are then defined by external monetary factors just from the beginning.
But there is a second reason as well, and this is the coherence of Europe's own responsibilities. Europe is on its way towards a monetary union, and that will include an increase of its responsibility for the correct ordering of our monetary system. But different options are at stake here, parallel to the different options which exist for the global financial system. The first is the option for a monetary structure in which richness is still more easily accumulated than ever before, where capital streams flow freely, especially from the poor to the rich, and where speculative efforts earn the highest income. Or it may be the option for a monetary order in which the poor in Europe and the world have also the access to financial resources, in which the path of money creation is tuned to the fulfillment of real basic needs, and in which powers of social erosion and growing unemployment meet monetary countervailing powers.
The order of this afternoon will be indicated by that. It will be to a high extent similar to the order of this morning. We will begin by listening to the witnesses. You can see them here sitting behind the table. They will to some extent introduce themselves.

Witnesses/experts introduce questions and proposals:



Bob Goudzward:
I will first ask Mr. Engelberts to take the floor.

Hans Engelberts:
Thank you. Ladies and gentlemen, friends, first of all I would like to thank Kairos Europa for inviting me to participate in this hearing as a representative of public service workers around the world who are in the front line of attack by the Bretton Woods institutions. We have a membership of 400 unions representing more than 16 million workers in 116 countries.
These are hard times. We face complex issues. We must find a way of addressing our problems constructively and collectively. To know what to do, we have to know what's wrong. This is no easy task and we won't all agree, but we must try to expand the common ground between us. We must strengthen our collective understanding to the point where it can guide our behaviour. Only then can we resist the powerful pressures fragmenting our society, our communities, ourselves. And I am glad to be amongst you as a trade union representative, because too often we have gone our own separate ways.
Some people already speak of the social crisis of the 90's. These are some of the dimensions of the crisis and the resulting human misery:

· 1,2 billion people living in conditions of extreme poverty — that is one fifth of the world's population; 

· countless millions unemployed and underemployed in the developing world, plus 35 million in the industrialised countries; 

· an estimated child workforce of between 100 and 200 million, often subjected to the most inhuman forms of exploitation; 

· some 33 million people held in servitude under different forms of forced labour; 

· a growing migrant population of more than 100 million, about two in three of them so-called "economic migrants", who have left their countries in search of work; 

· and gross discrimination against women and ethnic groups.

These are only the most visible elements of a crisis which affects many more working people. The problem is that a volatile, fiercely competitive global economy is destroying firms, jobs, industries, nations, communities and lives. Social stability is being sacrificed to the great god of competitiveness.
The "manufactured consensus view" tells us that globalisation is inevitable, that the disruption this causes is merely the "creative destruction" that is the secret of capitalism's dynamism, that we must "buckle down" to meet this competitive challenge whatever the cost, since there is no alternative. We must therefore be prepared to cut wages, social services, infrastructure investment and welfare to whatever level is compatible with our ability to compete in this brave new world.
The ability of transnational corporations to relocate their facilities around the world in effect makes all workers, communities and countries competitors for these corporations' favour. The consequence is a "race to the bottom" in which wages and social and environmental conditions tend to fall to the level of the most desperate. As each work force, community or country seeks to become more competitive by reducing its wages and its social and environmental overheads, the result is a general downward spiral in incomes and social and material infrastructures. Lower wages and reduced public spending means less buying power, leading to stagnation, recession and further unemployment. This dynamic is aggravated by the accumulation of debt, national economies in poor countries have become geared to debt repayment at the expense of consumption, investment and development. As a result of globalisation, the gap between rich and poor is increasing both within and between countries around the world. Tens of billions of dollars a year flow from poor to rich regions of the world, in the form of debt repayment and capital flight.
National governments have lost much of their power to direct their own economies. The ability of countries to apply techniques in pursuit of development, full employment or other national economic goals has been undermined by the power of capital to pick up and leave. Governmental economic power has been further weakened throughout the world by neoliberal political movements that have dismantled public institutions for regulating national economies. Globalisation has reduced the power of individuals and communities to shape their destinies.
Transnational companies have become the world's most powerful economic actors, yet there are no international equivalents to national antitrust, consumer protection and other laws that provide a degree of corporate accountability. It is clear, for example, that investment by multinational companies has now become a greater economic force than world trade between nations. According to the United Nations World Investment Report for 1993, sales generated by the subsidiaries of multinationally operating companies outside their countries of origin totalled $ 5.5 trillion, while the total value of world exports amounted to only $ 4 trillion. Between 1983 and 1990 foreign investment grew three times faster than world trade and four times faster than world output.
Behind the headlines that speak of inter-regional trade rivalries and free market competition, there is more actual cooperation, more planning of the global economy and more interlinking between interests than ever before in the history of mankind. But this cooperation does not take place in the public arena. It is not subject to democratic oversight. It takes place in the private and secretive boardrooms of the multinational companies.
The loss of national economic control has been accompanied by a growing concentration of unaccountable power in the Bretton Woods institutions. They are no longer just "agents of international capital", but they are increasingly seen as institutions guaranteeing some kind of global order. They became the centrepiece of a new global financial regime (in cooperation with the Paris Club and the "Group of Seven"), which not only infringed upon the sovereignty of the dependent debtor nations, but is also not dependent on consent by each creditor nation on each decision. The international financial system has become an element of a global state, setting its own rules through their Board of Governors, with the Group of Seven-Meetings as some kind of government-like council, and the apparatus of the World Bank and OECD as a think tank and public relations department.
We all know about Structural Adjustment Programmes being imposed on developing countries and on Central and Eastern Europe, but in December 1991 a structural adjustment programme was also imposed on Western Europe when the Treaty on Economic and Monetary Union was agreed upon. We, in Public Services International, soon voiced our concerns about the EMU convergence criteria and its negative consequences for employment and welfare.
e now hear from strong backers of the Maastricht aim of economic and monetary union, such as Prof. Andr‚ Sz sz, an executive director of the Dutch Central Bank, and I quote the Financial Times of the 18th June: "Rarely was a treaty coWncluded with such far-reaching implications and such lack of clarity as to what was intended and why". A study, published in April 1994, commissioned by the Directorate-General for Research for the European Parliament on the social consequences of economic and monetary union has brought more clarity. Some quotes from this working paper:
"Forecasters in Europe are generally agreed that there will be substantial problems for the Member States as a whole to meet the convergence conditions laid down in the Treaty before the end of the century, even with a generous interpretation of the debt ratio criterion. The likelihood that EMU will have adverse social consequences is greatest for Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal which start the process with varying degrees of difficulty over inflation, government deficits and unemployment. This means that convergence to EMU will have its most disadvantageous impact on regions that are already less-favoured within the EU. As a result, the existing lack of social cohesion is likely to be exacerbated unless new measures are undertaken to offset these adverse forces.
A greater emphasis should, therefore, be placed on growth and employment as targets to complement and, if necessary, to over-ride the nominal convergence criteria. Employment has to be stressed as the best social policy. In this regard the investment in human capital and the scope for improving it through social policy has to be highlighted. Such 'positive' flexibility increases mobility, improves productivity and safeguards income, and should be preferred to the erosion of conditions in order to drive down wage rates in an ultimately futile downward spiral. This is how to avoid the emergence of a vicious circle of higher unemployment leading to worsening public finances, followed by further austerity measures and even worse unemployment. Instead, the aim should be a virtuous path of higher growth, lower unemployment, improved fiscal positions and improved competitiveness."
That is exactly, what the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) urged the Corfu European Council to do, to ensure that the EU's Economic Policy Guidelines for 1994-1995 make the fight against unemployment the prime objective of national and European policies.
With the nominal convergence objectives on stability met ahead of time, the Guidelines adopted in 1993 can and must be changed. An obsessive desire to reduce inflation to ever lower levels would jeopardise the slight upturn and mean that unemployment would continue to increase. Instead, the Guidelines should lay the basis for the active monetary and fiscal policies which will ensure that the upturn becomes a real recovery.
The level of real interest rates must be addressed since this continues to pose a major obstacle to recovery. Contrary to all predictions about the beneficial effects of low inflation and of the responsible wage policies being pursued by trade unions, long-term interest rates have recently been rising, and not falling. This calls seriously into question the competence and indeed the commitment of the monetary authorities to the fight against unemployment.
Hopes that personal consumption will help generate or sustain recovery are misplaced in view of the outlook for wages, and because in the climate of fear and uncertainty generated by high unemployment and campaigns for "flexibility", people will not be prepared to reduce their savings' ratios and so boost consumption.
Since over 90 % of Europe's needs are met from the domestic economy, a self-generated recovery is possible and would not face the constraints that a purely national recovery might. The ETUC recognises that budget deficits must be reduced — but this has to be done over the medium term through economic recovery since short-term expenditure cuts would make the situation worse and not better.
Therefore, an immediate and major cut in interest rates is essential. It is necessary to mobilise the political will which was recently demonstrated with regard to the strength of the US dollar. It would be totally unacceptable were central banks to refuse to cooperate and if, given that inflation can no longer be regarded as a short- or even medium-term threat, they failed to "support the general economic policies in the Community", which is in article 105.1 of the Maastricht treaty.
I think the coming months will show that the role foreseen for the European Central Bank will need modifying and that the trend towards complete detachment will have to be reversed. The unsatisfactory nature of the current and proposed Guidelines reflects the lack of transparency and accountability in the procedure for drawing them up and monitoring them. The arrangements agreed at Maastricht, in fact, tipped the balance too far in favour of intergovernmental institutions, such as ECOFIN, which are much better at agreeing on what should not be done than on agreeing common actions. Therefore ECOFIN and not just the Commission must accept prior consultation with the social partners. The ETUC believes that the Commission and the Parliament must become more assertive again, even at the risk of rows with bodies such as ECOFIN. We simply cannot leave the fate of millions of people in the hands of ministers of finance and central bankers.
The role of the Parliament — and through it the role of public opinion in general — must be enhanced, one way of doing this is by making the adoption of the Guidelines subject to the existing cooperation procedure as laid out in article 189 c. These are only some of the demands made to the Corfu summit, since time does not allow me to go into further detail.
But was there a political will to act in Corfu? There should have been. The political consequences of slow and uneven growth are becoming increasingly apparent. Anti-democratic movements of an overtly racist, xenophobic or religious character are growing in many countries. In addition, available statistics on, for example, crime, drug abuse and epidemics like aids also indicate a trend of social disintegration in many countries. Environmental damage is continuing at an alarming pace despite the successful conclusion of treaties on climate change and biodiversity.
The democratic opening created by the fall of communism is threatened by the failure of democratic parties whether of the right or left to find credible solutions to the problems of social exclusion.
All UN bodies, the G7 Summit, the OECD, the European Council, are now giving a higher political priority to the fight against poverty and unemployment. However, declarations of concern have not been matched by action and the lack of leadership from the Group of Seven major industrialised countries is alarming. Next year a Social Summit will take place in Denmark. But, these high-level discussions have yet to produce clear policy initiatives and have not addressed the need for linking action on poverty and jobs in the developing world to coordinated recovery in the industrialised countries.
That is why it is more important than ever to work together at a global level in international solidarity to fight the policy grid-lock, the manufactured consensus, the unaccountable powers and to bring to account the international financial institutions and the multinational companies. We, in Public Services International and in the International Trade Union Movement as a whole, pledge our full support for this fight.
Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
We thank Mr. Hans Engelberts for his contribution. Now, I think, we are expecting a duet which is composed of a Dutch-Belgian cooperation which is needed after what happened on Saturday on the soccerfield as well as for the election for the coming presidency. This is Mrs. José Höhne-Sparborth and Mr. Luc Peeters who will share their time.

José Höhne-Sparborth:
I come from the Netherlands and am a member of the organisation "Living with Disabled Pople", which tries to show that our society is disabled because it does not manage to live with the disabled.
The first seven years of my life I was hungry. I still feel the consequences on my body. Then I spent two years in a refugee camp and as an undesirable alien in the Netherlands. Now I have managed to integrate. I have never earned more than the minimum and since my accident have been unable to work, I now receive the minimum welfare benefit.
I have been asked to give a concrete picture of poverty in eight minutes. That is impossible. Poor people know exactly how rich people live and organise their wealth. Rich people and people who do not know about the daily struggle for survival have no idea of what poverty is like.
The existing economic system aims to produce money. Production is geared to increasing the money of the capital-owners. Since the 70s the bulk of this money production and circulation has consisted in strengthening currencies, and in devaluing all those who are no use to money production. Africa has already been devalued, i.e. written off. This has also happened to a few countries in Asia and Latin America. Eastern Europe is struggling not to be written off in its turn. In North America and Europe there are whole population groups that have been devalued, i.e. written off, groups of people who are no use to the production of money.
I will limit myself to a few comments on what poverty looks like in North-west Europe as that is where I live and I belong to the poor there. In the South and East of Europe poverty looks different. There is little documentation to date on poverty in North-west Europe. We are forced to live at a level we cannot afford. A few structural aspects of poverty now.
In North-west Europe the poor have been made poor, and they are devalued and written off. But this is not said in public. Public opinion is that we are not willing to do our part for money production. The poor can be divided into different groups. There are the disabled and incapacitated, to which I belong. The pace of work has been speeded up to enable companies to make a profit despite paying good wages. Yet people are increasingly getting sick because they cannot keep up and there are no jobs left for many disabled people because they cannot meet the high demands of work. So we are declared to be unable to work. As of then we are not allowed to take a paid job. We would be a risk factor for the employer who would have to pay if we got sick. So we get income support. In the Netherlands there are 900.000 of us as against 7 million people in work.
A second group is those who have been made unemployed, the official jobless group. They have lost their jobs because the companies are using more and more automation and rationalising. This group also includes young people who can no longer get a job at all. In the services sector, e.g. in schools and health, a lot of jobs are being cut because the state wants to economise. The unemployed receive benefit as long as they can prove that they are looking for a job. In general they are considered lazy, and people say, "Anyone who really wants to work can find a job". In actual fact they are simply superfluous to the production system. In the Netherlands this group amounts to 500.000 people.
Then there is the group of women on social welfare, divorced women who cannot find work because they got married young and so were not trained, because they have small children, because they were beaten up by their ex-husbands so that they are physically and psychologically no longer able to work. In the Netherlands there are 250.000 women in this group.
Then there are the elderly, who have to live on a minimum pension after a hard working life.
In the Netherlands and Belgium we are not allowed to do voluntary work, unless we are senior citizens. If we want to, because we are going mad with nothing to do we have to ask permission first. In North-west European countries it is also forbidden to earn money through unofficial trade, or to get food this way. We have to live on benefit, which is continually being cut. We are not allowed to work a bit on the side as that is a crime and punishable. Many people still do, working in companies for low wages and without paying social security contributions or income tax. They are tightening up on this. It seems as though in the Netherlands 20% of social benefit recipients work illegally, in other words, fraudulently. Moreover, the politicians get terrible angry about this. We are abused as parasites and profiteers in public. Politicians and the press publicly question our claims which offends our good human record.
Then there is the group of the so-called illegals. They are victims of women's trade, rejected refugees and non-registered immigrants. They have no permission to live in our country and they have no claim on health care and training. They live through prostitution, drugs, illegal work or the black market. If the police discover them they are expelled or thrown into prison.
All these impoverished persons live in a country of great affluence. That means that there is very little cheap, good accommodation. We often have to pay half of our benefit for rent. Then there is energy, essential but expensive in our cold countries, plus public transport, which is good but also very expensive. Since the sixties people have had to travel up to 80 km or more from their homes to seek work, or move house. That means that social contacts are located far away from their homes. They cannot afford to travel to see their families, friends, former colleagues etc. That is a factor leading to social isolation.
Many can only survive by proletarian purchasing: in other words, stealing. That means living in constant fear of getting caught. Most people who have had to live on benefit for a long time, get into debt in order to be able to survive at all. Some people find ways, although little help is offered. Some people can't manage and commit suicide. Some people pay of debts for years and have to write off any chance of a decent life. I don't have time to describe all that. Try to believe me when I say that in our industrialised and affluent countries a decent life costs a lot. Anyone with no money gets isolated in the crowded cities and goes hungry in the midst of wealth. Of course there are people who do manage not to get into debt even after 10 years of social benefit. But don't ask what that means in terms of deprivation, struggle, organisational talent and grit. People manage because they refuse to be ashamed of their poverty. They keep fighting and understand that the system is wrong and it is not their own fault.
(applause)

Luc Peeters:
My name is Luc Peeters, and I work with an organisation called "Aktie Strohalm Flaanderen", which works on developing alternative microfinance systems for a sustainable economy.
All North-west European countries have vast public debts, i.e. they are in debt to banks, companies and private persons. Public debt is only falling in the United Kingdom, elsewhere it is still growing. The government floats loans (government bonds) and pays interest rates above the average market rates. Interest has to be paid on these loans year after year. The interest burden now weighs heavily on public budgets. In Belgium e.g. the public debt looks like this:
In 1991 it amounted to 136.4% of GNP. In the same year 10.4% of GNP was devoted to repayment and debt servicing. Despite this extremely high burden on the state budget the governments continue to pay high interest on new loans. To economise, however, they limits social spending. There is method in their madness: poor people are hardly able to oppose cuts in welfare or general social benefits. Capital-owners, by contrast, can dictate conditions regarding state loans. In a word: the rich have a right to interest and income, while the poor lose their claim to appropriate support. Saving on 2 million poor people yields more than saving on 10.000 rich people.
However, they did not consider what the whole thing would cost — that the 2 million poor people have to be administered. So now they are continually stepping up controls on the poor: personal data is pushed back and forth between the different authorities like the social welfare office, housing department, health services and inland revenue. Welfare recipients also have to constantly expect to receive unannounced visits from these authorities. In addition, representatives of the authorities in many countries, e.g. the Netherlands, have the right to inspect bank data of their "clients" in order to find out about their financial situation.
By contrast, the wealth of the rich is not individually recorded, let alone monitored. If there were such registration it would bring in a lot of money for the government. In Belgium alone tax fraud is estimated at an annual 8 to 11 million pounds. It would be easy for the government to stop this fraud, but it is apparently the intention of many governments not to pursue these tax debtors, and so to deliberately go without considerable revenue. For this reason, we argue for the official recording and notification of all financial assets.
The existence of "tax havens" encourages tax evasion. There is even public advertising for off-shore banking in the European Union. These are the branches of banks whose transactions are not subject to national governmental control. They offer the rich a marvellous possibility to distribute their money all over the world without paying taxes. In North-west Europe the states are even poorer than the asset-owners and so they try to keep the money of their rich citizens in the country. Governments even see themselves forced to compete with banks for this money. For this reason they offer state loans at a higher interest rate than available on the money market. We call for the closure of tax havens and the official introduction of taxation at source in the EU, plus a global agreement to supervise international financial transactions. Also we want the North-west European states to lower the interest on their loans in order to reduce their debts.
In addition, a high national interest rate influences the exchange rates of a national currency and "hardens" it. Hard currency attracts money from countries with weaker, "softer" currencies. A hard currency policy is used to combat inflation, but also entails growing unemployment. This policy brings about a gap between the upgraded and the downgraded and their work. We therefore call for this hard currency policy to be abandoned in order to be able to better fight the excessive unemployment in NW Europe. In our opinion this needs more than e.g. "flexibility" on the labour market, which is clearly to the detriment of the employees.
The hard currency policy has now become very relevant to the European Union, which is working on introducing a common currency. In order for this new currency to remain hard, all member states have to fulfil a few minimum conditions, the so-called convergence criteria. These demands force the governments to extreme austerity regarding running costs in their budget, e.g. social spending cuts. This procedure strongly recalls the conditionalities imposed on developing countries to accompany the Structural Adjustment Programmes of the IMF and World Bank.
A hard ECU means division within the Union between the upgraded and downgraded member countries and their inhabitants. While it is still possible, we would like to press for this hard currency policy to be abandoned. We want the ECU to be a parallel currency alongside the national currencies. We refer here to Keynes' proposal to introduce Bancor as a world currency. Such a solution would make it possible for each country to adapt their social policy to their own needs.
To sum up, in black and white: the governments in North-west Europe are powerless over against the capital transactions of their rich citizens because a transnational financial market has developed without any form of control at all. This money market allows the capital flows the freedom they need in order to maximise profits. We therefore demand that international organisations be authorised to control capital flows, thus enabling taxation of international speculation profit and the monitoring of financial transactions of transnational corporations. We also call for international rules enabling central banks to limit speculation against their currencies.
Many thanks.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you for this duet. We will now listen to Dr. Mascha Madörin from Switzerland who is sitting next to me. You have the floor.

Mascha Madörin:
Ladies and gentlemen — friends — I come from Switzerland and I work in an institution called "Aktion Finanzplatz Schweiz — Dritte Welt" (Action Finance Place Switzerland — Third World). Above all we are concerned with the Swiss banking system and its connections to the Third World. Our main theme is the flight of capital, but increasingly also illegal trade in general in the area of finance. And conversely we are occupied with ethical investment and possibilities of alternative `banking'.
Before I come to my main theme, I would like to give an aside. After many years of work on the question of Swiss banks and the Third World, I have come to the conclusion that the problems with international regulations, which have always been very acute for the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, are now increasingly a catastrophe for our societies. Perhaps this will be a chance for us truly to come to better regulations — when we have the same problems that they have had for years in the so-called Third World.
I would like to expound this using the example of the so-called corrupt elite. As far as I am aware, up to this point bribery of foreign authorities is not an offence in any European country; only bribery of your own authorities. This means that the systems of justice and the democracy of other countries are never respected by our own governments, and most especially the judiciary and democracy of the southern countries. Judicial assistance was never offered when it came to prosecuting corrupt dictators. Only now, in connection with the cases of corruption, above all those in Italy, has the problem of bribery become a policy issue here in the establishment; and it is shameful that we have never succeeded in making this problem a major theme here in Europe, and especially in Switzerland, despite the great work of the solidarity movement with the Third World — so long as it was not a problem with us. That just as an aside.
I want to talk about a particular aspect of the functioning of finance systems, namely: through finance systems more and more financial resources are taken away from the state, and this has serious consequences with regard to the social rights of the disadvantaged in our societies. As I said, I am Swiss. You will know that Switzerland has been the second-richest country in the world as far as per capita income is concerned. 40 to 50% of the much-quoted `Private offshore Banking' occurs through the Swiss financial market. But if we look at the reality in Switzerland, then this richness seems only relative. According to the latest tax statistics, half of the tax-payers have between 1 and 2% of income. If we divide the income into thirds, we get the following: 90% of the population has one third, 9% a second third, and 1% the third third. That is, our greatest problem and the problem of the whole world is some 10% of the population (and less rather than more). I have made a rough estimate based on World Bank and UN statistics, and have concluded that roughly half of income is controlled by some 3-4% of the world's population, and these are mainly people from the OECD, and mainly male. I live in Basel, which is one of the richest cities of the world. There, a study has shown that some 15% of the population lives at the poverty line, and if rents were to go up just a little, a further 10% would have to live on the poverty line. The Swiss parliament has just decided to remove extreme discrimination in the rules concerning rent for women. Following from that, the pensionable age for women has been raised by two years, with the reasoning that the Swiss state, nearly the richest country in the world, has no money to allow justice for women.
I would now like to address tax evasion. Some of the principal reasons that there is tax evasion is because there are differences in taxation between regions and nations, because of progression — that is, higher taxes for higher income — and in the fact that there are more concerns in the financial sector which are tax-free. Even in Switzerland millions of Swiss franks go missing through tax evasion — to say nothing about the southern countries, and even less about some other places. I believe more steps need to be taken. One would be to harmonise the international tax system. The same tax rates should apply universally. A second has to be high taxes at source for all revenue from financial dealing, so that when people officially declare their taxes, they can then take the appropriate amount off their allowances. Otherwise tax evasion by the rich will never be got in hand. A further point would be removal of bank and tax secrecy. In Switzerland, we have been trying for this for a long time. Again and again we hear that this would be impossible. And then you have to reckon also with Luxembourg and Liechtenstein and other new centres of offshore banking belonging to the EC.
With regard to bank and tax secrecy, I would also like to say: in Switzerland, bank secrecy was brought in at the start of the 30s to protect the German Jews, who had much money in Switzerland and wanted to save it in Switzerland. At the beginning of the 80s, there was a referendum in Switzerland as to whether bank secrecy should be partly withdrawn. Only 27% agreed. The reason was that the people were frightened that state control would also be extended over people with low incomes. The state of play is this: poor people above all invest their money so that they do not have to pay tax on it, because they would be unable to survive on social security or old-age pensions if they did not have some savings. They only receive supplementary benefit if they have no savings. Therefore they hide their savings. I believe that we need to find a solution quickly which would really be a control for the 10% richest, and not for the 80-90% of the rest of the world. I think that this is central. General regulations are always a problem for the people at large.
Another demand that we have always made is that judicial assistance must come about much more quickly. Take for example the Marcos money which is in Switzerland. After eight or more years the judicial assistance case still hasn't been completed. A further point which has already been demanded often is transparency. The statistics have to become much more detailed about income and above all tax returns and tax payments must be in the public domain. We have to know who earns what and who pays what in taxes. By the way, this does happen in some of our cantons in part, but it is decreasing. It is getting harder to find the figures.
A further aspect that I would like to touch on briefly is the `transfer pricing' of multinational concerns. A third of world trade is carried out internally in concerns, and the concerns set themselves prices which are most advantageous with regard to tax on profits. On the one hand, this has enormous consequences for the poorer countries, which have higher rates of tax on profits, and on the other it has enormous consequences for the balance of payments and trade balance. It has the direct consequence of occasioning debt. Thirdly, authorities and unions are obviously very prone to blackmail. There is absolutely no problem for a multinational concern to massage a balance from one year to another in such a way that unions no longer dare for example to ask for higher wages. I would have thought that we needed an international tax system which would tax profits by these concerns differently. There is the example of California, where it is not the profit which is taxed, but the entire world profit weighted according to the level of trade in California. That has had great consequences. It is estimated in California that some 800 million dollars more tax revenue will arrive if this law achieves its aims. There is much to change in the tax system.
With regard to stock exchange speculation there is still something to say. Sweden recently had to intervene and support a large bank, and the state paid for that 1.500 Swiss franks per head of population. And when I have to hear at the same time that people keep talking about and philosophising about the possibilities that the social security system could be abused and a few poor folk might just get a few hundred franks more than they should, then I find it more and more perverse. Based on the international debate going on about derivatives at the moment, I have made the following calculation: If you take a risk of 1% — it is generally said that trade in derivatives carries a risk of some 1% — then it would appear that the large Swiss banks are taking a risk of some 40 to 50 billion Swiss franks. Which would be more than six times the total profit paid by concerns to the Swiss state, fifty times the maternity benefit which is still denied to Swiss women. We keep hearing about the problems of the social state. I reckon we should hear more about the problems of the interventionist-supporting state, which has to keep stepping in when large concerns get into crises because of their speculation. The question is as to who actually is responsible for irresponsible economies on an international and a national scale. I think that we should invent instruments of sanction for all those who blindly take risks.
I would like to say something else to the current trend. The Bretton Woods institutes were created so that we would avoid situations such as occurred in the 20s and 30s. I believe they have not fulfilled their objectives. Today there is an increasing debate in Europe about internal security. Laws are passed for example against foreigners in Switzerland, analogous to the former pass laws in South Africa. It may affect fewer people, but the dimension is the same. That which is being done today in a European context with regard to internal security is a fascist reply to the problems which have to be solved urgently in the context of global order.
Thank you for listening.
(applause)

Luciano Nunes Padrão:
My name is Luciano Nunes Padrão, I am a Brazilian sociologist and I work for an NGO called "Centro Ecumênico de Documentação e Informação" (Ecumenical Centre for Documentation and Information).
For the last years I have been developing in my country various activities among people who live and work in the rural areas. I am working to prepare them to face the different challenges that agricultural industrialisation is imposing on people. And so, it is about the questions related to agriculture that I would like to talk to you.
The 50 years since Bretton Woods have only intensified the contradictions and inequalities that my country inherited from centuries of colonialisation. During the last few decades, Brazil has engaged in intense exploitation of its natural resources to pay off foreign debts. Today, our agricultural economy includes a sector which uses modern technology and which is oriented toward exporting its goods. This sector exists alongside a population of some 7 million peasant families without any subsidies from the government who have small amount of land to produce the minimum they need to survive and bring up their children and some who have nothing at all.
We have reached the decade of the 90s as one of the biggest exporters of agricultural products in the world. However, about two third of the population suffer from malnutrition. I am talking about Brazil as an example of a so-called Third World country: high cost of living, concentration of property and income, low levels of literacy, a high infant mortality rate and widespread hunger. These are some of the elements that we can identify with Third World people. 
However, it is not only the marginalisation of this part of the world's population that I am concerned about here. Over the last few days, I have had the opportunity to visit Italy through an exchange programme, and I would like to share with you some impressions from this journey that bothered me considerably.
In Italy I visited the Urbino region, situated in the central part of the country. It is a region where agriculture is highly significant, typically peasant, agriculture practised in the mountains which dominate the countryside. During the visit, the peasant families I met told me that there is a profound change taking place. This change is not only effecting the economic profile of the region but also the social, political and cultural structure. The underlining element here is the growing marginalisation of the existing small holdings and their peasant farmers as a direct effects of market integration at the international level. The same peasant farmers who have worked through generations on the production of different types of cheese and wines, in the traditional way, in equilibrium and harmony with nature, are now unable to continue these economic activities due to a new legislation. They lose their access to the markets because they cannot longer meet the required bureaucratic demands and health standards which are far beyond the economic and cultural reality of their daily life.
Take for example regulations 92/46 and 92/47 of the European Union, adopted on June 16, 1992. These established a series of norms for production and commercial distribution of milk and milk-based products. They are demands that oblige peasant farmers to change their work habits and way of life. At the same time, they are obliged to purchase new technology which is extremely expensive and often not appropriate for use on small holdings, because this particular technology is manufactured only to satisfy the needs of big producers. Peasants who do not follow these regulations are prohibited from selling their products on the local markets.
To illustrate what I mean I would like to show you a book that was given to me as a present and which is called "The Italy of Cheeses: a great heritage". This book identifies more than 80 different types of cheese that are, or were, hand-made in Italy. Ladies and gentlemen, a good number of the cheeses are now disappearing because the people who do produce them can no longer do so because of the demands that I have mentioned already. You will no doubt have worked out by now that similar things are happening with wine, pasta, and even with eggs. And this is probably happening all over Europe.
I would like to ask you, ladies and gentlemen: who are the beneficiaries of the market integration which is building on this base? For me, it was clear that small local peasant farmers certainly are not benefiting, in fact there are fewer of them each year. It was also clear to me that the local people were not benefiting: they were having to change their eating habits. So, who are the laws made for, laws which regulate, patronise and homogenise the production process and habits of eating? How could the European Union, in the name of the integration of the market, disintegrate in such a short period of time, social and cultural systems established over centuries of history?
I would also like to share with you the sense of deep disappointment and frustration that I will take back to my country. There it is commonly said, that the European Union has protected small scale agriculture. But now I can see that this is not the case. Who are the really protected by these politics? I also left my country with one thing in mind: that was to visit peasants, and here in Europe I found families who are involved in economic activities now considered illegal, and who live with the threat of being punished at any time. 
Finally, I would like you to understand and to think about the fact that for these people it is not merely a question of economics but what is really at stake is their way of life. 
Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you. The last contribution will be given by Dr. Rudi Buntzel from Germany who now has the floor.

Rudi Buntzel:
Fifty years of Bretton Woods mean for the farmers of Europe 50 years of intensive market integration and of integration into the world market. They mean the violent break-up of regional markets, closed supply cycles, local food consumption habits and intact agricultural structures to the benefit of industrial structures and globally operating agrobusinesses. This development took place with the aid of enormous capital investment in agriculture, state agricultural and food policy and the penetration into all aspects of production of technical progress that has increasingly led to environmental degradation. For European farmers this has meant that an extreme shake-out process has set it, involving structural change, growing debt and dependency.
The example of Italian cheese symbolises these mechanisms. Political guidelines and standard-setting, in the food sector particularly, tended to limit the farmers' possibilities of direct marketing and to reduce them to mere raw material suppliers. Industrial-type mass production with highly problematic ecological effects has meant cheap supplies for big agribusinesses.
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) devours enormous subsidies. It seems as though a lot is being done for farmers. Yet most of the money is spent on export subsidies. Producer prices have been cut by more than 30% to world market levels. Farmers depend on state subsidies since even the most efficient producers have no chance of covering costs at world market prices. This also applies to the farmers in the United States, Australia or Argentina. World market prices have been artificially lowered by the struggle of the agricultural superpowers USA and EU for world market share with the aid of subsidies. The countries of the Third World, who cannot keep up in this subsidy race, are increasingly abandoning their agriculture. Forced by the IMF, they are opening their borders for agricultural imports. Out of 140 developing countries, 117 are now net importers of food, supplied from Northern surpluses. The EU keeps its farmers afloat with the aid of welfare programmes since it is trying to conquer the world market with cheap food.
The great promise of the GATT negotiations was to put an end to this destructive world agricultural trade. Yet the results are far from having achieved that. The United States and the EU have each claimed nothing is wrong with their agricultural policies. Yet, regarding dumping, the treaties were watered down even more at the last minute. That kind of European and US subsidising was sanctioned as the only legitimate way of promoting agriculture, at the expense of the agricultural programmes of the developing countries worldwide. This decision has absolutely nothing to do with free trade.
Welfare programmes for European farmers benefit the large, fertile farms, moreover. Here the compensation payments per hectare and the area subsidised per farm are the highest. DM 700 per hectare in cash are plenty for a 300-ha farm to cover income needs and fixed costs. World market prices then cover the variable costs. Small farmers will die out, however. Because of its social injustice within European agriculture alone, but also in regard to e.g. the unemployed of Europe, this agricultural policy is totally unacceptable in societal terms and must not be allowed to continue.
The way out of the global agricultural fiasco of the world market is to make agriculture consistently more ecological. This is necessary anyway, in view of worldwide environmental damage and the contribution of modern agriculture to global warming. Ecological agriculture is a feasible model both for the tropics and for the industrialised states, as has been sufficiently shown by many studies now. This must be made possible by a deliberate support policy and at the same time by a change in market and price structures, and also through statutory restrictions on environmentally destructive technologies. The GATT idea of market economy aiming for a delinking of environmental and social concerns from price mechanisms is to be rejected. We therefore call on the EU to mark the 50th anniversary of the Bretton Woods institutions in agricultural policy by: 

1. replacing its CAP, oriented to conquering the world market, by a socially oriented policy; 

2. integrating an ecological agricultural policy into all its agricultural programmes; 

3. subjecting the CAP to the criteria of coherence, with the goal of achieving a transition to sustainable agriculture as a part of a food security strategy.

Thank you.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
The contribution of Rudi Buntzel concludes this part of the session, but I think that we have to be thankful for the witnesses and experts who gave us this information.
(applause)
Responses by the representatives of the EU Parliament:


Bob Goudzwaard:
I would now like to invite the members of the European Parliament to join me behind this table, and I am happy that they are willing to be here, Mr. Delcroix and Mr. Wolf and Mrs. de la Graete. I ask Mr. Delcroix from the Committee of Economic and Monetary Affairs to open the floor.

Claude Delcroix:
Ten minutes is obviously too short a time and I'm going to have to be selective in my answers. I'm used to arguing my case in three phases: situation, objectives and ways of putting things into practice to achieve goals. What I have read in your questions and what I have heard just now tells me that we can be agreed on the situation as it is described. On the objectives we should be concentrating on and which especially concern the problems of unemployment and housing, we can also agree. Perhaps we can differ on the means of achieving our goals. To have a global vision and to act locally for Europe, is to act on a European level, at least at the European Parliament, and I think I have detected in a certain number of speeches the temptation to retreat into the member states, and therefore to reform into cliques, which is effectively a certain tendency right now.
So in general points, to focus the topic, we have to recognise that the Europe of the Twelve, soon to be the Sixteen, still occupies a privileged position on the planet, founded on democracy, the development of individual and collective freedom, on human rights and in particular the rights of minorities. Those fifty years of peace — because Europe, the heart of Europe, has lived in peace for fifty years — fifty years of wealth creation as well, without comparison in the past, have made this one of the quickest-moving periods in its history, even though this wealth, we must acknowledge, and you are here to bear witness to the fact, has been very unequally shared out and even though we can now see that a number of the rich are getting richer while the poor are becoming poorer, and that in our own countries we have 18 million people unemployed, on their way, Jacques Delors says, to becoming twenty or maybe 23 million, and 50 million living in poverty, which is weakening the European social model further and further. Today this social model based on solidarity, which the workers have fought to build over fifty years, is under threat from both inside and outside by what is called the liberal current, economic liberalism, and its solution, the solution of liberalism, it is the free market without restrictions, combined with ever lower taxes, thus less solidarity, ever decreasing salaries, the deregulation of working conditions in order to reduce budget deficits, in fact a generalisation of the Thatcherite model which we saw in operation in our neighbouring country. 
The priority is employment and housing, it is a challenge for our society and there will be no security for people, either individually or collectively, if there are no more consumers, if there is no more private or public investment, if there is no balancing of public finances. And so now we need more solidarity, in particular workers' solidarity. I was pleased to hear just now the representative of the trade unions, whose voice, we unfortunately have to recognise, is still very quiet at a European level, we can come back to this.
What is happening at a European level, and I mean at a European level, is a kind of enormous treachery organised by those who are trying, day after day, to crush the workers, to crush the people, demanding more and more sacrifices and effort from them, by using two words which we could perhaps expand upon. On one hand, there is the word "globalisation", because when you look at things closely, the European economy isn't as global as we like to believe. We always say that trade on a European level is first and foremost intercommunity trade, and consequently there are corrections to be made. Secondly, there is the word "competitiveness". There are two different definitions for the word "competitiveness": either to produce at less cost in order to sell at less cost, or the other, which is to play the quality card by finding new and cheaper processes for using energy and primary materials, and by playing the card of a highly-skilled workforce, by investing in employees' training during their entire lives.
And so one of the fundamental questions which you are asking really concerns the social consequences of a monetary Europe, governed exclusively by interest rates and by the criteria of economic union. I have here a text from the 8th of February 1994, so it's very recent, which says this — in fact it's the text of the General Directorate of European Parliamentary Studies, Department of Social and Environmental Affairs, which is concerned with the social consequences of economic and monetary union — and I'll just take one sentence. But you'll tell me that by taking one sentence one can make a text mean something entirely different from what it intends to say: in any case you have every possibility to consult the text, the reference is PE 207/65, I do give my sources. It says, quite simply, "The effect of combined rigorous budgeting and monetarist policies which are necessary to fulfill the criteria demanded for economic convergence, is, in the short term, going to exacerbate unemployment and therefore send demands for social lending sky high precisely at a time of steep drops in revenue, and in such a crisis, there will be strong pressure to reduce the quality and the breadth of social protection" (8th February 1994). In fact, it is based on a study commissioned to be done by Birmingham University's Department of Social Economics, and by London University. It seems to me very important to fully understand what that means: that in effect there is consumption on one side, investment on the other and also public finance, and that everything is being sucked in — I was trained as a physicist — into a sort of economic black hole over Europe, at the centre of which are the 18 million unemployed and the 50 million people living in poverty.
Conversely, and this is what is important, Emmanuel Gazeau in the 27th May 1994 issue of Agence Europe, wrote — I've got the text here — "Those who have prematurely buried the monetary union are mistaken". He recalls the interview with Jacques Delors in the newspaper Le Point where he says, and I quote, "Even I am astonished by the resurgence of credibility surrounding the project of economic and monetary union. Even just six months ago, you would have found few specialists, ministers, economists who would have bet even a few ecus on achieving a single currency. And yet a few days ago, at least five countries had very similar interest rates, which indicates that these countries are theoretically in a monetary union".
Herein lies the contradiction with what we were saying earlier, and it is in this context that we should examine the latest declarations of Mr. Tietmeyer, the representative of the Bundesbank, on the need for a pause for thought in the process of monetary Union. It's a good question, in fact, for the next economic and monetary Commission. We must avoid the final phase being put into effect without taking notice of the economic reality because it could lead to inflation or the collapse of economic and monetary union.
There we have two elements to add to the debate, it seems to me, on the issues which concern you. And in fact, it appears that the whole problem we are faced with now is linked with a lack of political will. I'd like to say that too often things are defined in terms of criteria, and that what is missing is political will in various instances — we can understand the difficulties — whether they be with the Commission, the Council or the European Parliament. We can also examine the general tendencies of these different structures, and where priorities lie, even if the most important groups may hold distinct shades of opinion. What is the general tendency of these structures, and what sort of solutions are they seeking? To take as opposite examples, I'll say that nobody has ever shed doubt on the economic union of Belgium and Luxembourg, which have a single currency although the standard of living of their inhabitants, the income of their inhabitants, their unemployment rates, are radically different. Similarly, the solution found by Germany of how to achieve reunification has never focused on problems of convergence criteria, no more than has the United States which, while also having a single currency, is very diverse and has radically different levels of economic development over its fifty states. So, it is the speed with which we are going to achieve this which is terribly important, and by leaving the path free and announcing years in advance what we are planning, we are giving extremely valuable ammunition to those who want to fight the system. No monetary reform has ever been passed like that, reforms have always been made discreetly, and brought in brutally in a matter of a week-end in order to prevent speculation.
And so I will finish on that note, fully realising I haven't answered all your questions, and maybe even having thrown some questions back at you. I personally believe that there is no political will to solve the problem, at least not a collective political will. There is the will of certain very sincere individuals. I'm not going to underplay the trade unions or those who are victims of the system with which we are lumbered at present, and it is not through institutional structures that we can expect a solution. 
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
The next speaker is Frieder Otto Wolf, member of the Committee of Social Affairs.

Frieder Otto Wolf:
Thank you. In Germany we have practical experience with a poorly functioning economic and monetary union. We have seen the devastating effects of this with our own eyes. I do not want to wax lyrical like a politician, but respond to your questions concretely. A piece of information to start with: I do not think that there is any turning back today. The alternatives of J. M. Keynes are inaccessible; we need new alternatives now, which are still to be invented. Rather than going into details, however, I would like to answer your questions directly. I won't repeat them, in the interests of time.

1. (II.A.1): On the issue of the international economic order. It is necessary to set up an economic and ecological council in the United Nations to replace the undemocratic G7 summits. It would operate on the basis of the principle "one nation — one vote" and the representation of macroregions, including the representation of China and the Confederation of Independent States (CIS), and would be open for NGOs, open for globally responsible experts like the World Watch Institute or the Club of Rome, open for specialist organisations and UN consultation processes, and open for macroregional monetary units to be set up in the different macroregions. This economic and ecological council must be supported by a new international finance organisation, to replace the present international finance institutions. We need to go back to the functions desired in 1971. We need a world trade organisation. We need a sustainable development programme with its own trade organisations, regional organisations, independent assessment groups. We need a world monetary system with a world bank council to coordinate national banks and with bank supervisory functions. We need macroregional payment zones on the principle of reciprocity and the monitoring of capital movements. That could happen via trilateral talks. The European Union must be built into the Bretton Woods institutions. Then we will need a gentleman's agreement on a global scale.

2. (A.2): On the central banking system. Solidarity must be achieved with global consultation. Here too the principles of justice and transparency must prevail. I believe that we must oppose traditional opinions here. Work must be possible independently of governments. At the same time, there must be mutual ties through legal obligations. Social and ecological goals must be pursued: sustainability, financial stability, full employment and social cohesion. Those are the four basic values. Then a public gallery must be introduced in these institutions to enable discussion.

3. (A.3): There has to be a revolutionary reform of agricultural policy with emphasis on ecology. Small farms must be supported. Regionalisation must be restored in trade and production, and cooperatives must be encouraged. Consumer organisations must work for the improvement of consumer behaviour. Small farmers must be built into development strategies. The economy must be organised regionally as is possible in the US in cooperation with the banks. Codes of behaviour must be introduced for banks and other responsible bodies in this field. The banks and similar institutions must all be monitored. There must be a coverage rate for certain financial instruments. Often it will be necessary to prescribe restrictions on capital movements or at least rules ensuring transparency.

Now to the questions of Part B: it is necessary to tax tax havens (B.2). Probably they cannot be closed because they would only go underground. There have to be trilateral gentleman's agreements between the US, Japan and Europe in order to sustain such a policy.

On the next questions (B.3 and B.4): it is necessary to abolish bank secrecy. Laundered money must be denounced as it comes from bribery and corruption. Finally, there should be taxes on derivatives. Tax exemptions cannot go as far as they do now for shares. There must also be reserves available of a non-speculative nature.
Then question 5. Statutory regulations are necessary for Mobuthu and Marcos cases. Democratically elected governments must be able to seize money confiscated in this way.

6. The International Court of Justice should be in a position to conduct transnational trials against corrupt dictators who squander their countries' resources. It must be possible for the countries concerned to seize flight capital. Then there should be a global unit of account on the principle of sustainable development.

8. It is necessary to simplify taxation systems. Money should be taxable at source as happens for German wage earners. The state can intervene there directly. I think this would make it easier to simplify taxation.

9. It is necessary to raise inheritance tax to the French level so that real estate has a genuine value. Income tax must be cut with inverted progression. Small incomes on the poverty line must be exempt from tax plus 15%.

10 and 11. Our present ties between the state and the organisation must be cut. Transparency and oversight of mergers must be improved. Advertising and media policy must be organised such that a public gallery is introduced into supervisory councils. Transnational unions and consumer associations should likewise have a say. Globally and macroeconomically, a supervisory agency should be set up which would also publish findings.

I'm now up to question 12: a European works council should be set up for European companies. Transnational companies should be forced to establish works councils if they want to be active in the Single European Market.

13. Ethical banking should be able to claim a share. A controlling or monopoly position of the banks in companies should be subject to regulation.

15. I believe that the most important measures would be the extension of new nationality according to the Maastricht Treaty. All migrant workers in the European Union should be accepted, even those with illegal status at present. All protective and participatory rights should be extended to these persons. There organisations should have access to the media and they should have a right to appeal against violence and discrimination.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you very much, Mr. Wolf, for dealing with the questions so precisely. Now the floor is to Mrs. Brigitte Ernst de la Graete.

Brigitte Ernst de la Graete:
I worked for five years in the European Parliament. I would like to say that it was a little difficult for me to come here because I was not re-elected. I worked among the Green parties, and I had asked Frieder Wolf, who has only just been elected and who is going to the European Parliament, to replace me. But in the end I think this format is a good one. You have the person who is going to take over the reins as well as the person who has spent five years trying to develop green solidarity in the heart of this Parliament. I would like to say I'm not the only one in this position, because two people here have gone through the same electoral education, Mr. Claude Delcroix and myself. He was originally a member of the Socialist Party and he also lost his seat. That's why we have been able to say that in these elections, unfortunately for us, there has been a victory of selfishness over solidarity and I believe that should motivate you all the more to try to spread the word in the future, because, believe me, there is still a lot of work to be done.
So, referring to the questions that have been asked, I think that Frieder has already told you a lot. I am going to try to limit myself a bit. I ought to tell you before I start that I'm no financial expert even if it is very important. After working for those five years, I went from the social side to the economic side and particularly international trade, and now I believe there is still a little way to go, the people who fight together on a field of solidarity must effectively confront the spheres of high finance, even if a priori, we are not used to these things. But if we want to carry out this political mission of solidarity and democratic control, it is on this front that we have to work, and I can tell you that among the routes to reconversion which I envisage, there is notably the construction of a network, or possibly an initiative to invest ethically and in a spirit of solidarity. I think it is one sector in which we really must start now developing more possibilities.
So, the point I wanted to make, is that there are two important observations to make about the current state of Europe. The first is to look into the present situation: the gap between the rich and poor regions is ever widening, despite structural funding policies put into place, especially at community level. On the other hand, there is a second gap which is increasing in Europe between the well-educated, well-paid elites which are fully integrated one way or an other in the economic system, and the people who are excluded from the economic system and who unfortunately as a consequence are excluded from the social system.
The second observation I would like to make is that there are, it seems to me, two phenomena which have resulted from the policies that Europe has been following for the last thirty years. Firstly, a process of economic concentration, and I believe it's essential to know that. We talk a lot about globalisation and the threat which the Third World poses to our economies, by the fact that they have such lower wage costs than ours. A trade union study board in my country did a survey on the phenomenon of business globalisation there, and it ought to be known that according to the results of this study two thirds of globalisation is towards rich countries, essentially the countries of the EFTA, of the European Union plus the other countries of Europe. Which therefore means that the phenomenon of globalisation is essentially a phenomenon of concentration of the means of production in regions which are already the most developed, which already have more facilities, and a better equipped infrastructure which allows them to invest still further and then, thanks to their infrastructure, particular their transport infrastructure, they globalise consumption and allow the regions beyond Europe to consume their goods.
The second thing is that there is a great contradiction, it seems to me, between the phenomenon of concentration, which is caused by the free movement of the means of production, and European aid policy towards the under-developed countries. It seems in fact that, by encouraging free trade, it means you prevent under-developed regions from controlling their own economic development using their own resources. We have just burdened them with terrible competition, which means that even if we give them a little money through structural finance, they will never even get off the ground. 
So, what solutions can we suggest here? As I said, I am not going to give you really elaborate solutions, I believe they are just directions we have to pursue, concentrate on and work on. I think the first thing concerning the monetary system, is to say that rather than simply creating a mechanism by which we will be able to judge the economic performance of different economies, we should look at the problem from the other way round and say, "but wouldn't it be better to give priority to...?" I believe that is essential, it's not so much saying that we've got to revolutionise the system, but realise that politics must change its priorities and invest the few financial resources it still has, and its human resources, in other priorities.
So, rather than talking about monetary convergence criteria, on which one can judge inflation rates, national debt, etc, wouldn't it be better to establish divergence criteria which would allow us to see which cases the authorities should intervene in in order to help. And we could see in these divergence criteria the balance of payments of a region, which would allow us to evaluate its degree of economic autonomy, the level of private debt of the population, the state of the environment in the region, the unemployment rate, and of course, where it is to be found on the scale of regional GNP per capita established by the European Community. So that would be the first thing, it would be an indicator which would tell us, definitively, when there should be intervention in the sense of solidarity.
As for debt, I think it is a major problem for us at home as well, because at the moment, the essence of political power has been damaged by the fact that the public authorities have to repay a debt which is extremely high, and I think the logic used when referring to the Third World should be applied to our own countries, because in the present state of affairs, the debt phenomenon is a phenomenon of inverse social redistribution, the opposite of taxation.
It means that there are 5 million people on average and low income in our country who are paying for the 50.000 richest individuals who do have the possibility to make savings, and therefore hold the key to the Belgian debt. Well, I don't think we can allow this, I think as a political force we should call together the 50.000 richest citizens and tell them this: "Listen, we have to draw up a new contract, we have to review the debt not only of the Third World, but our own domestic debt, because we can't allow it to continue. And while we acknowledge the rights of these citizens to a secure existence, to stability, we can't allow them to get rich on the backs of those who depend on social security which the member states are no longer in a position to give.
A third aspect is taxation. On the subject of taxation, I would like to say that there too we have a lot to do, and we must try to redevelop a new type of public-spirited taxations in the same way that we must develop a new type of people-oriented monetarism vis-a-vis those who are causing the debt. We have to get our populations to understand that, instead of using this demagogic language to constantly complain that we pay too much tax, taxation is a tool of solidarity, and that there is a genuine necessity to have public spirited taxation, both on those who are still lucky enough to be in work, those who are lucky to have savings, and also on society as a whole. That is very important on a European level. I believe that if we want to ensure this public spirited taxation, it can only be done on a European level, especially regarding property tax and tax on businesses, and that will be one of the priorities, I think, of the new Parliament.
To summarise, I will say very quickly that it also seems we must invest in a new economic sector, an economic sector which would attempt to base itself on other criteria: criteria of product quality, of course, but also the quality of companies in relation to the environment, in work relations, which means within companies themselves but also paying close attention to North-South trade. Recently I had the opportunity to meet a person who is developing a project of this type, that is, she wants the labels on products, in addition to displaying information on environmental impact, something already quite well established, and consumer safety, she wants the labels of products to also provide information on their social impact, that is, the company should show that it pays at least the minimum wage set by the state in which it is produced, that it guarantees a certain number of rights to its employees, such as sickness and invalidity benefits, or that type of thing, and alongside the consumer safety aspect, the environmental safety aspect, there would be the social aspect, ie. work security for the employees of the company too.
I'll finish there.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you very much.

Comments and questions on the responses by witnesses/experts



Bob Goudzward:
Now we have reached the point for questions and comments on the responses by the witnesses and experts. Mr. Engelberts, please.

Hans Engelberts:
I regret that Mr. Wolf wasn't here when the Acting Director General walked out this morning because he didn't want to talk to us because we were day-dreaming. I guess if he had listened to you he probably would have had a heart attack. But, I mean, I always was thinking I voted for the wrong party. But, of course, one thing is having some wishes, the other thing is how do you realize them if — as your colleague says — there is no political will to act. Now, how are we going to get that political will amongst those people? Do we need a "Chiapas" like in Mexico, do we have to riot in the streets? What is it we have to do? At least as to Chiapas, finally the Inter-American Development Bank noticed that they have to give some money to the social infrastructure. In Europe we talk a lot about the "Social Chapter" and the social dimension. I think, whenever the use the word "social" it is an excuse to do nothing or to cover it with papers. So, how are you going to get that political will to change the situation we are in now?

Frieder Otto Wolf:
Well, of course there is only one way: to build a political alliance, broad enough, strong enough to impose that will. And, I think, there are elements of this alliance present in the political sphere. There are those parts of the trade unions who have begun to understand that they are not just there to defend the specific rights of their members who are still employed, but also those of their still or potential members who are thrown out to unemployment, and who have begun to understand that unsustainable production is not in the interest of the labour class. There is a second element: a number of ecological, health or consumers'organisations who have begun to understand that what they want cannot be achieved at the cost of social exclusion. And, of course, there is a third element: there is a number of people with a democratic liberal tradition who have begun to understand that democracy and individual freedom — in a meaningful sense, not just in the sense of the freedom of one's bank account — cannot be achieved within a society that is split by social antagonisms. And therefore, I think, there is also an element coming from the so-called middle classes who are prepared to join in the fight for a new social treaty and a new type of development in Western Europe. Of course, there are still other factors, as the churches and the solidarity movements and the women's organisations. So, there is a number of alliances we have begun to build. And the fact that in Germany the Green Party has come back in force is a symptom of this, and of course there are other parties who are in the process, and in the parliament we have to develop the dialogue between those forces and, very concreetly, become a link between the different political currents, especially the European trade union movement.

Claude Delcroix:
I would like to answer Mr. Engelberts' question by saying that in my three years of mandate at the European Parliament I have often been extremely saddened by the absence of trade unions in the debate. The companies do the lobbying but we don't hear much from the trade unions. So we have a Europe whose constitution is essentially constructed on the economic dimension, a stunted social Europe, a stunted environmental Europe. We have just had four railway strikes in Europe, which happened completely separately. Why can't European organisations act together?

José Höhne-Sparborth:
I would like to stress one point which has already been mentioned this morning, and that is the issue of Cuba. We were informed by the parliamentarians that the European Parliament decided to dissociate itself from the boycott. In the Netherlands, and it seems to me also in Belgium, hardly anyone knows that such a resolution was taken by the parliament. And as far as I am informed, neither of the member state's governments actually followed this resolution. What intends the parliament to do about this? Why not use the media? The public ought to know what is going on in the parliament so that it can urge the governments to meet the decisions taken by the parliament. Very often the European Union is just used for developing progressive resolutions and procedures which the member states themselves do not dare to develop. As a first step, this has to be announced to the public. And as a second step we have to put pressure on our governments in order to avoid that they make use of the EU as an alibi and, at the same time, act along the same lines as the US do with regard to Cuba. 

Brigitte Ernst de la Graete:
In this particular case of Cuba, I think that the action of Parliament has been quite effective for two reasons: firstly because by exerting pressure Parliament has succeeded in establishing aid to Cuba, which I don't think would have been written into the budget if not for Parliament, and then because there was also an economic interest in doing so. European business is not really interested in the Toricelli law, and so there we found some allies.
It's also perhaps something that should be mentioned when we talk about political action, what is essential when a suggestion is made, when we want to change things, is that each party should have an interest in it. So, how can we make sure everyone can profit? Either by really frightening them by what could happen if things don't change, or by showing them that if you analyse things under an alternative perspective you arrive at a different result. What I'm trying to explain is that using convergence criteria is a way of seeing how reality will culminate in a particular result, but this result is not a good one. Because if you take other criteria, you can see this result is not positive. If you make a different analysis of the same reality, you can make the result turn out positive, economically, socially and environmentally. I am convinced there is a way, in a host of areas, of advancing propositions, of finding solutions in which there really won't be any losers.

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you. A brief question from the audience. You have the microphone.

Louis Van Geyt:
My name is Louis van Geyt, I am a former Belgian elected member and I work principally with Mrs. Ernst de la Graete in a watchdog committee for Belgian participation in the European Council. We have just had, on the eve of the Corfu Summit, a meeting with the representatives of the Belgian contingency to examine a few of the problems, in particular those which we are looking at today. I will take a liberty and tell you that I believe the main difficulty right now, from the point of view of all the problems we are looking at in North-South relations — and East-West — is that the majority of populations in the European Union are still not convinced that it is in their interest to remedy the present situation. I think the main concern of all those involved, who are participating in this fight, and in this effort, is that we really must prove it is in the best interests of our own people, in our own countries. I will argue that the central problem, and I will maintain this, is a problem which on a world scale is extremely close to a problem which exists in the heart of the European Union. When there is free movement of capital, when there is free movement of initiative and business, if at the same time there are no measures taken against social dumping, against ecological dumping, against tax dumping, then everyone is being fooled.
Consequently, I believe the fundamental area in which we must try to achieve greater clarity, is to make people understand the importance, and realise the extent to which the interests of the people of the South and the East are on the same wavelength as most of the people here in Europe, of precisely those measures which combat dumping, which impose clauses to ensure that instead of differences increasing, they progressively diminish. This should obviously be brought about through negotiation, specifically the social clauses, as it is such a delicate matter on which feelings between, should I say, the progressives of the North and the progressives of the South are sometimes a little difficult to reconcile.

Bob Goudzwaard:
There is another question by Dr. Konrad Raiser.

Konrad Raiser:
I would like to address this question basically to Mr. Delcroix, but perhaps to the other two members of the parliament as well. In this afternoon's presentations the very crucial dimension of the special link of the EU countries with the ACP region has not really been entered. It would seem that the developments towards European Monetary Union will have a very immediate effect on the relationships with the ACP countries. I would like to know to what extent this is part of the discussion in the parliament since through the different Lom‚ conventions certain dependencies have been created. Countries in the ACP region have structured their economies in order to fit into the framework of the Lom‚ conventions which have at least at their beginning claimed to offer a new model of development cooperation. Now, we are far from those claims, that is agreed among us, but with the conventions responsibilities have been incurred, and there is no way for the European Community to extricate itself from these responibilities. So, whatever decision the parliament takes, does affect the whole ACP region as well, and therefore there is a global perspective to what we are discussing here in terms of social cohesion in Europe which I think should be kept in mind.

Claude Delcroix:
I'd like to say quite quickly that the problem of relations with the ACP has been relatively little discussed or raised within the economic and monetary Commission. This will not astonish you, for there is a compartmentalisation inside Europe which unfortunately means that social and environmental concerns and Third World issues are offloaded onto other organisations. The weaker Europe becomes, and I think unfortunately that's what is happening, Europe is becoming weaker, the less it will be in a position to help others, especially the ACP countries. So, it is fundamental that we can express our solidarity with the weakest members of our society. The vision I have and which I wish to share with my friends is: 
We have a first circle, a circle of credibility, which is our action towards those countries in Europe, I'm referring to the weakest, basically the least developed, which is ultimately a window for the rest of the world to look in. If we do not properly succeed in allowing them to develop, I fail to see what credibility we will have outside Europe.
The second circle, is that of the neighbouring countries, whether they be the countries of Eastern Europe or of the Mediterranean Basin.
The third circle, and I do not intend to introduce any sort of hierarchy, though that's rather how it is perceived in any case, is basically the countries of the ACP, those belonging to the Lom‚ pact, etc.
But I fear that sadly, the more time goes on, the less effective we will be in the sense of the solidarity which we should be expressing and which seems very important to me. So, we are talking in the context of globalisation. I told you just now that globalisation has not been achieved as much as we would like to think, and that when we look at the dependence of Europe on the rest of the world we become a lot more humble than we usually show, because it is between the European countries that relations are clearly the most intense, and if we allow these relations to weaken we will no longer be in a position to help others.

Bob Goudzwaard:
I propose to end this session. Is it agreed?

Brigitte Ernst de la Graete:
I would like to be very brief and very rude. I think we have a problem now, and this problem is that aid, development aid, has lost its relevance, its political weight. The Commission's strategy now, in the review of the Lom‚ Agreements, is to say, "All the money we have put in has achieved nothing. Now we must be more effective, and this is also what our populations are demanding". So we use pretexts, like the environment, democracy and human rights, to limit, like a sieve, to limit aid to development cooperation. And I believe that your role and our role should be to say, not, "We should give less because they are useless anyway, because they don't know how to use it properly", but to say, "This money should go to the people who need it the most. Do not make the envelope lighter, redefine who are to be the recipients in these countries. Talk less with the governments, more with the people".
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Let us applaud the parliamentarians. Thank you very much.
(applause)

Responses by the representatives of the EU Commission:


Bob Goudzward:
Now I would like to welcome the representatives of the Commission, Mr. van Serooskerken and Mr. Petrella. Please, join the podium with me. The first speaker will be Mr. van Serooskerken. He is an economic adviser to the Directorate General.

Sammy van Tuyll van Seeroskerken:
Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. I would like to start with a preliminary remark. Just to stress, I'm a civil servant, not a politician. As I was asked to replace Chris Boyd who is advisor to President Jacques Delors on monetary matters I would like to read down a message from President Delors to this meeting.

This is the message of  President Jacques Delors:

"I welcome the attention that Kairos Europa is giving to improving the conditions of marginalised people in South, East and West. I am convinced that the building of the economic and monetary union as agreed in the Maastricht Treaty not only will lead to a greater stability and better economic performance within Europe but also will contribute to an improvement of international economic conditions. Monetary stability, free capital movements and an economic order that is market oriented and aimed at fair competition will foster growth in Europe and has spill-over effects to other regions."

Well, there have been several examples this morning. But just to remind you of what Mr. Defraigne said about the man in the Philippines who sells one cigarette a day — you can say that that is a waste of resources, and that is an economic problem. I briefly will go into the historic development of economic thought since World War II. Economics in the 50s and the 60s was based on the economic thoughts of Keynes which was based on demand management. In the 50s and the 60s you had high growth mainly because of the world trade catching up and the catching up of many industrialised countries with the US. There were relatively low budget deficits and the economic thought was that you can manage the economy through management of demand. This picture changed at the end of the 60s and beginning of the 70s. Inflation was picking up and in the beginning of the 70s there was a breaking-down of the Bretton Woods system. We had the oil crisis which led to high inflation in almost every country, low real interest rates, high budget deficits and unemployment. This was mainly the picture throughout the 70s. In the 80s the economic policy was directed towards the combat of inflation. Inflation as also has been said this morning can be seen as the poor man's tax. Poor people have less possibilities of hedging themselves against inflation than other people. That is one of the reasons — not the only — but one of the reasons why we should combat inflation and why the combat, the price stability, is one of the main objectives of the Maastricht treaty. And that is why I think hard currency as the policy in Europe at this time is a good thing, and if you are against the hard currency, as, e.g., Luc Peeters argued, you just increase inflation and you end up worse than without inflation.
In the 80s also it became clear that you could not fight unemployment through letting inflation increase. It became clear that fiscal policy became less important. You could not manage the economy by letting the budget deficit increase. More emphasis was given on market forces and that is why in many countries structural adjustment was advocated, which is, of course, something different from monetarism. Structural adjustment is essentially letting market forces prevail, and it became clear that an economy that is market oriented and free, free market oriented, leads to a better allocation of resources than an economy where markets are not free. But, and this is essential, there are occasions where market forces need correction: e.g., in environmental problems. The essence is how you do it. 
In the 80s you also saw deregulation of the financial markets, the rise of the dollar, the debt crisis that has been talked about this morning, and in the European Community an increasing development of the single market. I said I go very briefly over it, I go to the 90s. What is the picture of the 90s? There is the aim of achieving the monetary union, and that will stabilise within Europe and will also have a beneficial effect on the economies of other countries. But we saw in 92/93 some exchange rate instability. And the only lesson that you can draw from that is that it is difficult to stabilise exchange rates by interventions. Exchange rate stability is only compatible with deregulated financial markets, if there is one single monetary policy. And that is the aim of the Maastricht treaty.
So, what is the future? In Europe we will achieve, and probably it will be in this century, in 99, and maybe, if conditions are favourable, in 97, a monetary union, some form of monetary union. This will lead to more stability, the ECU will be a major currency, it will compete with the dollar and with the yen. And, as the union assets towards low inflation, it will bring stability also to other countries that tie up their currency to the ECU. It will lead to more economic growth in Europe, and this will have spill-over effects to other regions.
These are the opportunities: stability, market forces, and globalisation of markets. But there are also threats: financial instability because of exchange rates that can fluctuate between those monetary blocks, and also within the monetary blocks there is a threat of financial fragility because of the derivatives that have developed. Other threats are: regionalism within a world where you have different blocks that try to isolate themselves from the others.

What are the conclusions to be drawn? 

1. In the first place: Many instabilities in the last decade are related to the markets not being familiar with the new freedom of transaction. The deregulation of the 80s has been favourable in one sense, but markets had to get used to new freedom, which means that sometimes you see speculative bubbles — it was for the dollar in the 80s — you see interest rates fluctuating in the last weeks, this has all to do with markets not being used to stable conditions and to their new freedom. In the end, if markets are used to this, and if this vision is right, then it will lead to more stability in the world; 

2. Secondly, stability of financial markets should be achieved by a sound monetary policy and ediquate potential supervision? 

3. And a third conclusion: one should learn of previous mistakes: not to fight unemployment by inflation and not to try to regulate forces that cannot be regulated.

I am now coming to more specific answers to the questions (A.1-A.3). At first the question about the international monetary system. I think we should pick out the good ideas that have been said in the papers that have been sent to us and also of the resolution of the European Parliament of 15 December 1993. This resolution has some good elements. As to the international monetary system it is not quite clear how it can develop to an integrated stable monetary system, not yet, there is, of course, a need for it, but, e.g., within Directorate General II, recently, a discussion has begun about how we can implement it and at what time we can achieve it. Nevertheless, new cooperation between the EU, the USA, and Japan is desirable in order to prevent large exchange rates fluctuations. But one should not expect to high a stability to be achieved very soon. See the European Monetary Union treaty: The conversion criteria are necessary to have a stable development towards the monetary union. There also is a need for a consensus on economic policy design and economic policy implementation. Without it you cannot have a monetary union, and without it you cannot have a stable international monetary system. See, e.g., 2 and 3 of the Maastricht treaty that is directed towards open and competitive markets. In the long run, however, if we achieve consensus about how the economy works and how the economy policy should be implemented, we can achieve stability and fixed exchange rates.
The second question, about the independence of central banks: I will be very brief. I think the independence of central banks is very important for achieving price stability. Then we have one instrument with a monetary policy aiming at price stability, and they should not bother with other objectives, because, if you try to have two objectives with one policy, you always end up worse with something inbetween.
The question on agricultural markets: When agricultural market development is such that smallholder agriculture with a lower efficiency use too little profit one could think of a subsidy for maintaining a landscape in cases where it is an appropriate public choice. And this is, of course an economic vision on agricultural policy.
I would now like to add a personal and not an economic point, and that is the cultural element. We have been talking about trying to achieve economic and social cohesion, and that is, of course a very good objective, but it should not go at the expense of cultural identity of the countries. E.g., I would hate to see economic development leading to the same pop music, the same Coca Cola and the same Hamburger and maybe the same cheese in every country. I think economic development should not hamper cultural identity, but on the contrary it should strengthen it. And strengthening the cultural identity should, together with economic development and social cohesion, be one of the objectives of policy.
Thank you very much.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you as well for the personal note. The concluding remarks will be made by Mr. Ricardo Petrella. He is director of the FAST-programme (Forecasting and Assessing Science and Technology) within Directorate General XII. He will introduce himself to some extent as well.

Ricardo Petrella:
Yes, good afternoon. I'm coming from a research department, and I'm a researcher. I'm researcher to serve policy formation, policy design and policy implementation. This is why as a civil servant of the Commission I am going to talk about policy design and policy formation and policy implementation. In the past we were carrying out several studies which allow me today to talk about some things which are in connection with your point. We have done, e.g., a study on science and technology for the 8 billion people who will inhabit the planet in 2020, considered that the present science/technology policies are dominated only by the interests of the most developed countries. And then we need to re-orientate the global science/technology agenda to serve the basic interests of the 8 billion people of the planet. This was one study. The other study was a research on a new Bretton Woods system, searching for alternatives for a new global economic governance, more equitable, more socially just, more environmentally sustainable, and more politically democratic. And other studies we did with regard to the European development and the social cohesion. This is why I'm here today.
What do our studies suggest? The first thing that these studies suggest is that the last 50 years of economic and social development in Europe and the world are a disaster, a disaster from the economic point of view of efficiency which means that our world economy today is very inefficient. are a disaster from a social point of view because our world economy today is socially unjust; are a disaster from a political, democratic point of view because our governance of the global economy very undemocratic; are a disaster from an environmental point of view because our global economy is close to collaps from an environmental point of view.
Despite all considerable progress that we did in the last 50 years in economic efficiency terms, in social equality terms, in democratic political terms, and in environmental terms — still, despite all this progress that we did, we are in an epoch of a global economic disastrous global economy. And one of the major characteristics of this disaster is the fact that our economy has been able to produce more and more wealth. The global wealth has increased. The wealth of the EU countries has increased. The wealth of France has increased by two factors' time between 1960 and 1990. The British wealth has increased between 1961 and 1992 two times. The Belgian wealth has been increased seven times between 1960 and 1990. But the poverty has increased also, and we are in a situation where the economy of advanced countries is creating more and more wealth together with expanding more and more poverty. And this is what shows that the market economy at the global level is definitively an inefficient system.
The second point which emerged from our studies is the identification of the reasons why this world economy, which is locally at the level of Calabria, at the level of Namibia or at the level of Costa Rica — is not only inefficient at the local level, but also inefficient at the global level. There are many reasons. But some of them are very clear. Since 20 years our economy at the level of our cities or our rural villages, the level of Africa, the level of Japan, North America, Western Europe has been increasingly dominated by four ideologically based principles. When I say "ideologically based principles", I also say "ideologically biased principles", and these are: privatisation of entire sectors of the economy, deregulation of all market configurations, liberalisation of the national markets, and, finally, the best, "the cherry on the gateau", the ideology of competition. Privatisation, deregulation, liberalisation, competitiveness have created the disaster which I was referring to. These four principles as yet have not reached their ultimate potentials. And we have to be very cautious and very much aware of the fact that they have just started to change the economy of the 60s and 70s. And that the risk that the privatisation, deregulation, liberalisation, competitiveness combined together will remain the most prevailing and predominant aspiring principles of the next 10-15 years' global economy. And they will, perhaps, lead to more severe economic inefficiency, to greater social injustice, to more clear political undemocracy and to less sustainability at the global level.
This is why in these connections the famous "3 Ds" of the Bretton Woods system — deflation, devaluation, deregulation — just were coherent principles with the privatisation, deregulation, liberalisaton, competitiveness principles. So, don't be astonished, if the structural adjustment policy were just characterized and dominated by deregulation, deflation and devaluation. It is true that all studies of serious economists — not some that are in some institutions which we know — serious economists, or: "non-serious" economists, would pretend that these international financial and economic organisations have really enabled us to make a progress at the economic, social, environmental and political level. I pretend to belong to the "non-serious economists" while saying that this happened. And I think we can leave it to all the serious economists of IMF, World Bank and GATT to explain us why the disaster happened or why, according to them, it didn't happen and we are still in the glorious development of the world economy.
(applause)

One of the characteristics of the economy is precisely a stronger process towards a financial globalisation. We have to understand what is going really into the matter of the financial development. Our economy is producing what you have outlined several times this morning and this afternoon, because the financial globalisation is increasingly introducing the linking between the so-called financial economy, as you know, and the real economy. The logic of financial markets is not to finance production activities or trade. The logic of financial markets is just to remunerate the patrimony, the assets, by just operating about the prices of financial and capital assets. The financial markets pay very marginal attention to the question of financing industrial or trade activities. Just I would say by correctly characterizing the situation, it is by accident that the financial markets finance the production activities — by accident. Of course, this is not totally true, but I will say that it's almost true. And we know today that financial markets which are more and more organised at the global level enable today to make money and money, and today, when we are here, you know quite well that there are $ 1.200 billion which are available in a tenth of a second to be mobilised and go to be transferred from one area to another without creating any real value added for employment and services which can satisfy the basical needs of the world's population. They just satisfy the search for profit return of those who have to control $ 1.200 billion at the world level. "Punkt".
This is the situation, and this is why more and more enterprises are obliged to capitalize themselves. And this is why every enterprise, big or small, is trying to increase the capital licence of their enterprise in order to be put into stock exchange in order that they can draw capitals. And this is why more and more financiers are becoming the decision makers even in industrially oriented companies. And financiers who don't think about and don't look at what they are producing or what service they are doing. They are just looking at how much I will have in three years' time or two hours' time, particularly in three quarters and in three months because of three-quarterly reports. It is under this condition that the financial market has become a tremendously relevant issue for social policy, for society to have a capacity to monitor and control the development configuration and management of the financial markets. It is not because people want to be against finances, but because the financial markets and the development of financial markets have severe serious economic, social, political and cultural consequences. And this is why society has the obligation, the duty, to establish those mechanisms which enable the society to monitor and control, orientate and guide a development and functioning of the financial markets. And what is the situation today? Our societies do not have this capacity. Particularly at the global level there is no control, no monitoring, no guide, no orientation of the financial markets from the society's point of view. The financial markets are just self-regulating their services without paying any interest to any other of the world's social and economic aspects.
So, what can we derive from this? Very simple consequences. I don't know whether what I'm going to say next will be acceptable to some people, but you cannot hide the reality. This situation makes IMF/World Bank and GATT, the new World Trade Organisation, institutions which are profoundly inadequate, obsolete, and inappropriate to govern the world economy in the coming future. They are no longer the institutions for the future.
(applause)

So I would say that we have to think what new systems we put and we develop to replace the obsolete, inadequate, inappropriate system. Of course, in 3 minutes which are remaining right now I cannot tell you what should be done. I have a list of 175 measures — but beyond the joke, just let me say a few of them. What one has to know about this sectorial approach: Do gradually, do sectorially, take first this, going there — this the best way how we will not change the system at all! 
Don't believe those people who tell you that things are impossible. As Pere Le¢n told us yesterday in front of "La Bourse", it is not true that things are impossible. Don't believe those in power who tell you that things are impossible because precisely they don't like change. And this is why it is impossible to change where they are. And this is why they can have strong arguments to demonstrate that what you want is absolutely unrealistic. Of course, it's absolutely unrealistic — in their own interest. But don't believe that, don't believe! So, it's possible to do many, many things. And the one which we have to look at immediately — it is really urgent time to think about the design, development and implementation of a new global social contract. A new global social contract which would introduce in the priority determination and in the priority modes of managing the available fantastic enormous human, natural, technical potentials that we have in the world today, tools that the basic satisfaction and aspiration of the 8 billion people who will inhabit the planet in 26 years' time. In 26 Christmas' — I don't know whether all of you are Christians — I hope not, I am a Christian — in 26 years, and 26 years are nothing, we will be 8 billion people, and we have to be intelligent enough to organise our economic abilities to social ability, institutional ability, political ability to satisfy the basic needs and aspirations of these 8 billion people. This is, to my mind, the only priority. All the others should be subordinated.
(applause)

We have to be very clear: market mechanisms cannot govern the process to satisfy the basic needs and aspirations of the 8 billion people. Market mechanisms have proved to be profoundly uncapable, unable to do so. These previous remarks demonstrate: Why should we care about market mechanisms for the next 30 years. They have demonstrated in the last 30 years that they have been unable to do so, why should we have faith in the market mechanisms, when they proved not to be efficient. If they had proved to be efficient, I would be the first to have a faith in market mechanisms. But this didn't happen. So, we have on the contrary to think more about a kind of mixed economy where the recovery strategy for the basic needs of the 8 billion could be developed. We have to think about the restructuring process of the debt, of the production system, of trade, and definitely we have to work towards a new plan of redistribution of wealth, and this is why, e.g., our studies suggest that we have to think not about a World Trade Organisation, not only about IMF or the World Bank, but that it is urgent time to think to fuse all them in one single organisation which should be the World Organisation for Social Development. And one of the points of the next summit on social development should be: to propose that the World Organisation for Social Development will be created and that the World Trade Organisation, the IMF, the World Bank, and the Organisation on Labour should not be maintained as separate organisations. Because the Britains have always demonstrated: divide et impera! If we maintain all these kinds of organisations we will not achieve significant results in the next 30 years.
So, I stop here because our chairman showed me that we have to close at 6.00, but I want to tell you that it is not true that the new global social contract cannot be designed and implemented. We have another 50 years' time in front of us and we will try our best, and it is good to go in this direction.
Thanks.
(applause)

Comments and questions on the responses by witnesses/experts



Bob Goudzwaard: 
Mr. Petrella has explained the reasons why he did not walk away. We are very thankful for the contribution. I am looking now again to the experts and the witnesses because they are the first, maybe to give a reaction or to ask questions, and then I go to the general audience. First I am looking to the experts...

Hans Engelberts:
I would like to say that I'm very pleased that at least in the Commission we also have people with refreshing thoughts — after some of the earlier experiences we had. I only hope that this study will be read, not only by the members of the Parliament but by some of the people who are also involved in policy work, because I think it's a very good document which needs further distribution, and I am very pleased that this at least is also an aspect of the Commission. 

Bob Goudzwaard:
Now I go to the audience. I see you there in the back, please.

Boudewijn Wegerif: 
I am Boudewijn Wegerif from the "F"reningen Friends" Association in Sweden. Mr. van Tuyll said: Economics is not about money, it is about the allocation of scarce resources to maximise wealth. How does he define wealth if not in money-priced terms? Secondly, Herbert Marcuse argued brilliantly in "Eros and Civilisation": to include the concept of scarcity in the definition of money or economics is to turn an assumption into a brute fact of life — in a self-fulfilling prophecy way. So, I suggest with respect to another healthier definition of economics: Economics is about what we do with resources in communities and not necessarily through the medium of money.
Thank you.

Sammy van Tuyll van Serooskerken:
Maybe a short remark. Thank you for your contribution. I said, economics is not essentially about money because people always say: money is what it's all about. It's not about money. It's about what is behind money. Of course, money does play a role in the economy and especially a monetary economy, maybe I'm a bit too theoretical now, but a monetary economy is more efficient than a barter economy. Okay, this is the point I want to make and it is clear for everyone.

Bob Goudzwaard:
Thank you. More question from the audience.

Person from the audience:
I am a member of a group called "The poor side of the Netherlands", and I very much appreciated Mr. Petrella's contribution, especially as to the redistribution of wealth. In terms of the programmes the EU is running on the poverty issue I would like to ask Mr. Petrella what he thinks we have to do to get the so-called "Poverty 4" programme implemented?

Ricardo Petrella:
It is not the only government which is rejecting the renewal of the Poverty Programme, unfortunately, and I myself have asked me why some member countries in the EU are pushing to stopping the renewal of Poverty Programme in type of the former EC which is, by the way, not very much rich: The "Poverty 3" number was given only ECU 80 millions. If you think how many billions we are spending for a common science and technology policy, you can consider how irrelevant the resources are that we have allocated to the entire poverty problem. And it is true that the entire poverty programme is at risk now because Germany and other countries do not want to renew it, arguing on the basis of the famous principle of subsidiarity, that is that the entire poverty action should not be done at European level, but should be done at city level, regional level, and national level. My personal opinion is that this is a very suspicious argument. I don't think that it is only at the level of cities, regions and countries that the poverty should be fought against, but also at European and global level because the reasons that have created poverty in Amsterdam or in London are the same reasons that continue to create poverty in Costa Rica, in Usbekistan, and other parts of Asia, Africa, Latin America.
So, I deplore with you, regret with you, the fact that in some countries this problem is at risk, and which shows that the EU is made up of countries which follow from time to time different policies. I think it is important to stress that in the last years there has been a shift in the policy priorities of the member countries of the EU, which have enormously favoured the principles of privatisation, deregulation, liberalisation and competitiveness. There are some other countries, which are becoming the minority, which still try to keep the former, or still think about a new alternative, but which sooner or later will just become as the other dominant countries. So, we have to be very cautious on it.
Also the Commission is an organisation which in many respects has always tried to reduce the intensity of speediness of the member countries towards privatisation, liberalisation, deregulation, and competitiveness. Sometimes I also suggest, don't kill the wrong pianist, don't shoot the wrong pianist. The right pianist whom you have to look at is the Council of Ministers, the member countries. The Commission sometimes follows the member countries in order to be political relevant and accepted, but there are a lot of people in the Commission, starting from our President, who try to fight against these tendencies. So, sometimes we need your support. 

Grete Schaer:
I would like to get back to a question which Mr. Padrao already referred to. My name is Grete Schaer and I am from Lower Saxony in Germany where the swine fever is currently causing havoc. On behalf of some peasants I work with I would like to ask why the vaccination of the pigs has been forbidden by the EU for the time being. This has devastating consequences, especially for the small farmers. So, my question is: What does the EU actually do for the small peasants?

Ricardo Petrella:
I think there is a problem, since I don't know much about vaccinaton. I am a specialist in science, technology and economy, but vaccination I don't know. Does anybody else have an idea?

Nico Verhaagen:
Yes. My name is Nico Verhaagen, and I work with the "Coordination of European Peasants" (Coordination Paysanne Europ‚enne/CPE). If I might put it like that, the decisive point is that due to the fact that the EU's agricultural policy enhances the concentration of means of production the pigs have to be carried throughout Europe in order to distribute them. This systematically spreads the swine fever all over the continent. So the question would be the following: Mr. Petrella, you said that social policy has to be given a priority treatment. As to this particular case, I think it is important that agricultural policy is not only dealt with at the level of the agricultural experts. All these agriculture-related issues like for instance development of rural areas or regional development in general, have to be dealt with at the same time instead of creating agricultural havoc in the first place and only then implementing a respective social policy. There has to be more cohesion in policy making. Do you agree, Mr. Petrella? 

Ricardo Petrella:
I share most of the points that are underlined in the questions about agricultural policy. I would just like to add an example. Now Portugal is importing tomatoes from the Netherlands, and Portugal is losing, step by step, its own crops, fruits — even fruits — and it seems that they import even eggs from Spain. This is one of the consequences of the development of some agricultural policies which are increasingly dominated by the privatisation, deregulation, liberalisation and competitiveness.

Sammy van Tuyll van Serooskerken:
Thank you Mr. Chairman. I think that tomatoes are growing more efficiently in Portugal than in the Netherlands, that is what I would think, except if you prevent market forces to let them go their way. I am very pleased with your response. It stresses that market forces lead to a more efficient economy.

Bob Goudzwaard:
Maybe I may generalise the question because I think a large part of the audience is a little bit puzzled by the different opinions among the Directorate General in Brussels. Mr. Petrella, I would like to ask you this question: Is this difference a consequence of the fact that research as such is not fully honoured in the midst of the European Commission, or is it basically a question of different styles of thinking, is it basically a paradigmatic problem which we meet here, that we have different styles of economic thinking, you happen to be on one side and others are on the other side. Or are both true?

Ricardo Petrella:
Diversities in any democratic institution are a good expression of functioning. I am not surprised that the Commission, the institution that I belong to has people who have different opinions. And that these different opinions sometimes coincide with sectorial "compartmentalisation". This is a normal, good sign of the democratic functioning of an institution. Of course, when the Commission decides then the Commission takes alikes. We have commissioners and these commissioners represent the different constituencies, in terms of political constituency, competence etc. and it is absolutely normal, I'm not astonished to see that they fight among themselves like in a government and the different members of the government representing different political parties fight against each other. And then there is a decision. Of course, when there is a decision the DG and the Commission, we all are obliged to apply the decision that has been taken. But equally, because it has been taken also by the Council of Ministers. Still, I think that there is a situation where we in the Commission have some margins of manoeuvre in the sense of expressing. I don't consider that I become a citizen only after 7.30 when I leave the office. I have ended to be a citizen when I enter the office at 7.30 in the morning. And between 7.30 in the morning and 7.30 in the evening I am no longer citizen and become a citizen during the night. So, I think this shows, it is a pity to my opinion that sometimes the other opinions are prevailing, but this is another story.

Bob Goudzwaard:
There is space for one concluding question from the audience, a final question.

Person from the audience:
Thank you very much. In December of last year we had the alternative economic summit of the EC. And there I saw also Mr. Petrella, but perhaps it is nice to tell also our friends from the South. I thought it would be a big thing, the alternative economic summit of the EC, but there were only about 40 people. Some good people from Denmark, some women. And I would invite our people here, afterwards, to take a little walk in the surroundings of this European Parliament, as I did during lunchtime, because then you can see what is happening in Europe and what you perhaps do not know. If you just walk in the street here and see this repression of life in the name of development. And I must add that this is a development of men. I never heard anybody talking about how colonisation destroyed the structures in the North in the last centuries, especially the position of women. Here in Belgium in the last century the first woman who studied law had to sit in a cage in the University and she was not allowed to work. So, I also want to say something from the women's point of view that this is really also the blind spot in the eye of the North. And even for Kairos, I asked a little bit during the last days while they were preparing these meetings and these days, and I said: "What did women say?" And there was one woman who said one sentence.

Bob Goudzwaard:
I want to thank the audience for their important contribution to this session. I want to thank as well the representatives of the Commission who have been so helpful in this last part of the session.
Let us give them a hand!
(applause)

Concluding statements from a global perspective:

Bob Goudzwaard:
And now the time has come for the concluding statements. I welcome now Mr. Atherton Martin. He already is well known to you because of his contribution this morning. Later on Mr. Marc Lenders, who is the representative of one of the sponsoring organisations and belongs to the staff of EECCS in Brussels, will close this session. We listen now to Mr. Atherton Martin who will also introduce his own background in giving this contribution of today.

Atherton Martin:
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Ladies and gentlemen, I am listed in the programme here as speaking on behalf of the North American NGOs — in fact that should include Japanese, because the colleague who was supposed to be here this afternoon to speak to the situation in Japan had to leave early, and he has given me some notes which I will tempt to share with you. I am speaking on behalf of these Northern organisations because I've had an association with one of them, the Development Group for Alternative Policies (DGAP). As a policy analyst in Washington for about three and a half years I studied the impact of the US economic policy on the Caribbean and Latin America and documented that exercise with a view to getting the US Congress to consider an entirely different approach to managing its economic relations with the Caribbean. So, in that sense, that is the reason why I have been asked and I have accepted to speak to you and to share with you some of the thoughts as to what is going on in the US — and Japan to the extent that I have some notes of that — regarding the campaigns to deal with a new order.
But it is interesting, I was listening to Mr. Petrella this afternoon with great glee, and I have with me here a little document which is entitled "The World Bank. Current Answers and Questions (For Staff Use Only)", dated April 1993. Actually, what I have here is the table of contents and in and of themselves the table of contents are remarkable. This is in fact a little booklet prepared by the Information on Public Affairs division of the World Bank to give the staff of the World Bank the answers to questions that they anticipate will be asked to the staff of the World Bank. And I thought we might commence our concluding section by looking at what are some of the questions that the Bank anticipates will be asked of its members and why does the Bank believe that these are the questions that the Bank must tell its staff how to answer. There is a random selection of some of the questions. On page 10 it goes like "How well have Structural Adjustment Programmes worked?", and "Is the Bank's call for better governance a prelude to political conditionality?", "Why does the Bank lend to corrupt governments that everyone knows siphons off aid to personal bank accounts and brand the old schemes?" This is a question that the Bank is preparing its staff to answer.

Interruption from the audience:
What is the answer?

Atherton Martin:
I don't have the answers, all I do is have the questions. This just came to me before I came to this meeting from a college who thought that I would be amused by this. It goes on, and then it gets even more interesting: Question No. 90 — hold your breath! — it says: "How can the Bank justify building a new multi-million dollar office complex in Washington D.C. when its poorest members are so needy?", and "When are bank staff authorised to travel in first class?", and "Does the Bank own a golf course near its headquaters?", and "What are the salaries of non-US bank staff, why are they free of US income tax?", and "Why is the Bank giving a large salary increase to staff at this time (1993) in view of the fact that many countries are still in a recession." And so on, and so on, and so on...
So, brothers and sisters, I think what we have here, if you take this and put it alongside to what we heard this afternoon and what our other colleagues have been telling us over the day and a half, I think what we see here is that there is more than enough reason for amounting a global campaign for a different dispensation from the one that has been visited upon us by the World Bank, the IMF and the governments and the institutions in the world that do not have the guts and do not have the backbone to stand up and say that, what they are hearing when people are shouting out their pain, is the result of their policies, the result of their programmes, the result of their projects. It seems to me that this is absolutely and deadly serious. If we have institutions and governments in the world, in Japan, in Europe, in the US and in other parts of the world, if we have governments and their institutions who have enormous research capabilities, who have enormous information gathering capabilities and who know ten times better than us what is really going on even in our own countries, who know the pain, who know the joblessness, who know the homelessness, who know the extent of desease, of AIDS, of prostitution, and who can connect that with the simple fact that people cannot seem to find work to do in their countries, while the wealth of their country is increasing two-, three-, fourhundred times, so, if we cannot find governments, institutions — regional, national and international — with the guts enough to stand up and say: "This is wrong! Something must be wrong! And because we run the world, we must have something to do with it.", if we cannot find that, then I'm afraid we have to resort to some more drastic measures.
Campaigns in the US over the last ten years or so have attempted through a series of means to draw attention to some of these blatant facts. I am very sorry that our friend Mr. Pooley is not here because it seems to me we probably should have resorted to tie him to his chair so that he would have at least an opportunity to hear what was said this afternoon. And sometimes we in the parts of the Third World that many of us come from had to resort to these kind of more unconventional means of engaging in dialogue on consultation. And it may be that you, our friends here in Europe, may have to take a leaf out of books of people in the Third World which will help you better be able to engage in dialogue with the Pooleys of the world. But I want to share with you very quickly some of the things that are at the core of the campaign in the US. And I think you will begin to see the similarities in terms of your campaign and certainly in terms of the Japanese campaign. 
Some of the things that the campaign is calling for include: openness and full accountability of the Bretton Woods institutions and a systematic integration of affected women and men in the formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of World Bank and IMF projects. You heard this over the last several hours that people need to be involved, people want to be involved, and people have the capacity to solving and designing programmes that will solve the problems that they — better than the people in the banks, better than the people in the European Commission, better than the people at GATT — know that is happening to them.
There is a call here for a major re-orientation of the Bank and the Fund to promote more equitable development based on the perspectives, analyses and development priorities of women and men — self explanatory.
The third plank of the campaign is to bring about an end to environmentally destructive lending and support for more self reliant, ressource conserving development — self explanatory. In other words, these are the fundamentals of a new policy direction which could be the beginning of a dialogue if only we could get people to sit down long enough to engage in that dialogue.
The scaling back of the financing operations' role enhance the power of the Bank and a re-channelling of the financial resources made available into programmes that give more direct development assistance to alternatives. This has to do with the fact that in many, many countries of the South and imaging in your countries of the North that we do have institutions that have over the decades demonstrated the capacity to channel resources. Credit unions and other such institutions that have learned how to work with people directly at the grass roots, but who for some reasons certainly do not get access to the kinds of resources that could be utilised to reduce the dependency of our countries and institutions on organisations like the Bank and the Fund. This is part of the campaign that can become a central feature of the work you yourself are doing here in Europe.
And finally, a reduction in multilateral debt to free up additional capital for sustainable development.
So, the campaign has over the last ten years managed to refine and to tailor all the various concerns that people have about the Bank and the Fund and to bring it down to at least these five substantive policy issues.
The situation in Japan is a little younger. In Japan, as you know, there has not been too much information coming out of that society. But from what we understand there has been the formation there of what is known as the "Bretton Woods Coalition" which is composed of a broad range of community groups, including research institutes, solidarity groups and alike, and they have engaged in a number of actions that some of you might have heard of, and that includes the tribunal of the Group of 7. That was held in Mexico some time in 1993. This was a symbolic exercise focussing public attention in Japan on Japan's role in the international distribution of resources and it began the process of public awareness creation in Japan, and that has continued with the establishment of a programme called "The Peoples Plan for the 21st Century", which is that same broad grouping, broad coalition of Japanese groups now looking ahead to the period that Petrella told us, we will may have 8 billion people on the planet — what should be Japan's role in a world of that.
And let me end — I have one minute — it is unfortunate again that the Pooleys of the world never sit down long enough to face up to the realities of the world, because he was obviously in need of hearing what it is we specifically propose to do, because there is always the tendency to say that all NGOs are a bunch of noise makers, they haven't given any serious thought to this thing, and so they really are just, you know, a bunch of people who don't have a clear idea as to what needs to be done. Well, we certainly do have a clear idea. Let me just give you some examples. We believe for instance that the business of conditionality that the bank imposes as part of its lending can be changed. Why not consider tie-in, if you will increase lending to a country's progress in achieving efficient management of its scarce resources instead of treating the scarce resources as collateral damage, as the inevitable victim of growth and progress, but, in fact, reward the kinds of technologies and movements and procedures that, in fact, enhance the national patrimony in terms of resources? Why not deal with food security, not by the free market, as this gentleman (points to Mr. van Tuyll) has suggested — free market responses to food security means that people from the Northern countries are able to produce food cheaper. So, we in the southern countries should not bother about producing food. We should produce coco, bananas, coffee, sugar cane and send that to you at a low price and then use the hard currency to buy cheaper food, because the market has dictated that there is cheaper food produced in the North. This is a lot of, well, the word that is used in the Caribbean I will not use here, but this is a lot of nonsense. You see, because the production of food is not just the act of economic activity, people have ownership over their lands, ownership over their ideas, over their technology, and need to express that ownership not just in terms of dollars but need to insist on their right to be the ones responsible for feeding their families and their own communities. And that you cannot put a dollar value on. And that is part of the new economics.
(applause) 

Finally, I will say this: I will say that, if we have one more decade of Structural Adjustment and business as usual there will be so many hungry people, so many diseased people in the North — as well as in the South; so much degraded soils in the North — as well as in the South; so much pollution of water and air in the North — as well as in the South; so much destruction of forest in the North — as well as in the South — that no matter what we did after that decade, if we let in continue, there would be no way of turning it back. Now then is our time, now, not tomorrow, not next week, not next year, but now is the time to change partners, to change the process, to change the tools that we are using in the process and to change the dreams of those who have failed to have dreams. Now is the time to prescribe and administer a different medicine, a different treatment to our earth and its people who are so urgently in need of intensive care.

Bob Goudzwaard:
I want to introduce another conditionality now...

Atherton Martin:
Have a second! I want to leave you with one simple message: The only chance for change in the North and the South begins and ends with people. Why? It is very simple. If you look at nature — she has a lot of lessons to teach us. And one of the lessons that nature teaches us is simply this that nothing grows from the top down, not trees, not people, and certainly not economies.
Thank you very much.
(applause)

Bob Goudzwaard:
Now we will listen to Mr. Marc Lenders from EECCS in Brussels.

Marc Lenders:
I have been asked, as a representative of one of the organisations which has helped in preparing this day's programme to address the participants of the hearing. The organisation for which I work is known as the "European Ecumenical Commission for Church and Society" which, since many years, strives towards a better understanding by their member churches of the main challenges resulting from the European integration process and which sees itself as a place from which a permanent questioning is addressed on behalf of these churches to the Euuropean institutions.
I would like to make two observations:
The first one: The drastic increase of the "pushed aside of the road" not only in the countries of the southern hemisphere, but equally so in the countries which constitute the European Union countries, which had sought to achieve up until today a balance between an economic development and a fair redistribution of income. Or to say this with other words: the globalisation of the economy has its parallel in the globalisation of poverty — which is just the other face of the coin.
Are we therefore not forced to review our analyses and our programmes of action where we distinguished between those living "there" in the Third World and us living in the shelter of this part of the world?
A second observation: the political voidness in which this globalisation of the economy and the financial markets occurs. What I mean by "political" is the complex of institutional instruments which a society needs in order to have the capacity to decide and to master its own future. In a society which claims to be democratic — our politicians time and again proclaim their attachment to democracy — it goes without saying that those institutions have to be controlled by the citizens. Today's reality is very different: the more important the impact on the people, the less political control there is. This development represents a real risk for the survival of democracy. It is important therefore to imagine new strategies which will have the capacity to oppose these dangerous trends.
With regard to the first observation, I should add that nowadays, the economic and financial powers have, without warning, moved from an international context in which the states were still able to exereise some political control into a world economic and social fabric which is becoming increasingly sensitive to the ebb and flow of monetary tides which obey to their own rationality. 
What brings us together today is the fiftieth anniversary of Bretton Woods. Two years from here in 1992 we were commemorating another event which marks the beginning of Europe's conquest that enabled it to capitalize gold and the commodities needed in order to establish its domination over the rest of the world. Europe thereafter entered a period in which the countries of Europe were competing, at many times, fiercely the one against the other and then imposed their harsh rule upon the rest of the world. In those 500 years some of latter have learned to fight back successfully with similar weapons — finally lining up. Today, Europe is facing this "boomerang" effect of 500 years of conquest. Delocation and migration are the clear symptoms of the globalisation of the economy.
The speakers today have indicated the need for a programme of action which should take account of the new context and which should be supported both in the North and in the South, in the East as well as in the West, by all those who oppose a sacrificial and suicidal economy but want to restore an economy which serves humankind and respects the integrity of creation.
Such a programme of action should pursue two further objectives: The first, and we shall all agree, is to encourage and promote, starting from local initiatives international networks and help in finding the necessary resources and means to create and maintain alternative and more self-reliant economic models.
The second one, which I like to insist on, is to put our efforts to restore the role and the place of "politics" as I had it defined earlier, in order to create a public debate on the present management of the world by the big financial markets. As citizens of the European Union, we have a special responsibility and should therefore have to monitor carefully the ongoing developments in the European Union.
It has been said that the convergence criteria which the member states have imposed on themselves — that is to say on their people — in Maastricht and also the establishment of a Central European Bank could result in designing a model which is similar to the IMF. I do not know if this comparison covers all the ground, but regarding one particular point this comparison stands certainly: a European Central Bank as it is envisaged today will function in a context of a "political responsibility". In this respect, the absence at this hearing, to which reference has already been made, of representatives of the Council of Ministers, despite constant efforts by the organisers might not just be the result of unfortunate circumstances.
In the White Paper on "Growth, Competitiveness and Employment" which sets out an action programme for the European Union for the years to come and spell out strategies aiming at combatting unemployment, the present functioning of the international monetary system and the threat this represents for employment has not be faced squarely. The reason which we were given this morning namely that this is due to the existing sharing of competences within the institutions: monetary matters being, until now, of the unique competence of national governments.
Saying this is right formally speaking but has an inbuilt flaw in it; it leaves out the political aspect of the question. The European citizens should be fully aware of this. In reality this institutional dispute covers a more political ongoing battle between those who in the European Union have become the defendants of a reduced European Union towards a free trade zone and those who are denounced by the former as "federalists" who insist that a higher priority should be given to the political dimension of the European integration process. This detour is unavoidable in today's world where a choice has to be made between different economic paradigms.
However we should not fool ourselves. Even if a common monetary policy was existing that would by no means be a guarantee for a reform of the international institutions. Politics will only gain momentum when and if civil society is called to exercise its responsibility. Coming back to the absence of representatives of the political scene at this hearing, one may also ask if this is not the result of a lack of pressure from the side of the public opinion?
Today's dialogue has revealed two different approaches with regard to the role and the place the economy should have in society; two approaches which appear to be incompatible. Footbridges however do exist. Within the European Commission a discussion is going on; we have been witnessing this today. The White Paper, which I mentioned earlier, has a 10th chapter where another development model is presented.
The choice is clear between an economy which can only function at immense human casts and which, moreover, contains the seeds breeding its own destruction through the waste of resources and an economy which aims at serving humankind and safeguards the integrity of creation. The difficulty occurs once we seek to set alternative models of the economy in a political context. Our society can easily live with alternative trends. Up until now, however, those trends which are alive in many places in Europe have not succeeded in reaching a "critical mass" which would allow policies to be implemented which would be more compatible with the model one is aiming at. 
Hence, the importance of networks and of cooperation between the networks and the need to act beyond ones own boundaries without falling in the trap of "globalism" which claims to be the only realistic vision of the world today despite the fact that it is mere abstraction where people feel alienated from their cultural and social context.
Today, listening to the different witnesses, a different reality and a realism of another nature has been designed, closer to people and to their environment and for that reason bearer of hopes for the future.
Thank you.
(applause)

Finally, I would like to thank all the organisations which were involved in the preparation of this hearing. Above all I would like to express my grateful appreciation to our chairman and moderator, Prof. Dr. Bob Goudzwaard, who excellently managed to subside the waves of the temporary rough sea. Thank you very much.

Bob Goudzwaard:
This means that our today's session is closed. I thank you all for your participation, your willingness to listen and to contribute, and I wish you a lot of strength on your way to the daily frontier.
(applause)

