ELEN
ULUSLARARASIILISKIiLER

Akademik Dergi

Yayin ilkeleri, izinler ve abonelik hakkinda ayrintih bilgi:
E-mail: bilgi@uidergisi.com
Web: www.uidergisi.com

DUNYAYI HAN‘IAMAI( IGIN
% £ A Spectre Haunting Europe: The European
K-

Constitution, the Budget Crisis, and the Limits
of Neoliberal Integration

Eddie J. Girdner

Prof. Dr., Baskent Universitesi, Siyaset Bilimi ve

Uluslararasi iliskiler SSCI Uluslararasi Illskller Boliimii
5 (Social Sciences Citation Index)'de
taranmaktadir.

Bu_makaleye atif icin: Girdner, Eddie J., “A Spectre
Haunting Europe: The European Constitution, the

LUSLARARAS“USK“ER Budget Crisis, and the Limits of Neoliberal Integration”,

Uluslararas lliskiler, Cilt 2, Say1 7 (Glz 2005), s. 63-

oo 85.
Wmhﬁ.mmﬂmﬂhmﬁ mmuumuum:lmuummmnun
Wakr worwidurgiscom F

‘Makals ghindwmek igin: makale@uisergisLeom | Mwmﬂm

Bu makalenin tiim haklar1 Uluslararas Iliskiler Konseyi Dernegi’ne aittir. Onceden yazili izin
alinmadan hig bir iletisim, kopyalama ya da yayin sistemi kullanilarak yeniden yayimlanamaz,
cogaltilamaz, dagitilamaz, satilamaz veya herhangi bir sekilde kamunun iicretli/licretsiz
kullanimina sunulamaz. Akademik ve haber amagcli kisa alintilar bu kuralin disindadir.

Aksi belirtilmedigi siirece Uluslararas: Iliskiler’de yaynlanan yazilarda belirtilen fikirler
yalnizca yazarina/yazarlarina aittir. UIK Dernegini, editdrleri ve diger yazarlar1 baglamaz.

Uluslararas: iliskiler Konseyi Dernegi | Uluslararas Mliskiler Dergisi
S6giitozii Cad. No. 43, TOBB-ETU Binasi, Oda No. 364, 06560 Sogiitozii | ANKARA
Tel: (312) 2924108 | Faks: (312) 2924325 | Web: www.uidergisi.com | E- Posta: bilgi@uidergisi.com


mailto:bilgi@uidergisi.com�
http://www.uidergisi.com/�

A Spectre Haunting Europe: The European Constitution,
the Budget Crisis, and the Limits of Neoliberal Integration

Eddie J. GIRDNER#*

ABSTRACT

The rejection of the European Draft Constitution by voters in France and Holland created a crisis
in Europe. The dilemma, however is rooted in the deeper issues concerning democracy,
neoliberalism, and the division of wealth among classes in European society. The draft
constitution would have locked in the principles of neoliberalism and guaranteed rights for capital
over those of citizens. Beyond the question of the lack of grass roots democracy European social
welfare guarantees are threatened. Capitalist accumulation is rendered as a technical question to
be determined by technocrats and business enterprises, rather than a political question at the heart
of democracy. The vote against the constitution was not a vote against a united and social Europe,
but against a Europe united on the basis of the American model of enshrining capitalist
accumulation as the be all and end all of human endeavor. The crisis in Europe has revealed the
limits to neoliberal integration in Europe.

Keywords: Europe, Constitution, France, Holland, Neoliberalism

Avrupa’y: Bezdiren Hayalet: Avrupa Anayasasi, Biitce Krizi ve
Neoliberal Biitiinlesmenin Sinirlart

OZET

Avrupa Anayasasi taslaginin Fransa ve Hollanda'daki segmenler tarafindan reddedilmesi
Avrupa’da bir kriz yaratmugtir. Avrupa’nn yasadi§i celigkinin kokeni, demokrasi, neolibe-
ralizm ve zenginligin Avrupa toplumundaki siniflar arasinda boliinmesi gibi daha derin ko-
nularda yatmaktadir. Taslak anayasa neoliberalizm kurallarini savunmakta ve vatan-
daglardan ziyade sermayenin haklarini garanti etmekteydi. Halk demokrasisinin olmamast
sorunu bir yana, Avrupa'mn sosyal refahi tehdit edilmektedir. Kapitalist birikim; de-
mokrasinin kalbindeki siyasi bir sorun olarak degil, teknokratlar ve sirketler tarafindan
belirlenen teknik bir mesele olarak ifade edilmektedir. Anayasanin reddi yoniinde verilen
oylar, birlesik ve sosyal Avrupa’ya karst verilmemistir. Asil reddedilen, kapitalist birikime
dayanan Amerikan modeli temeline dayanan Avrﬁpa’dzr. Avrypa’daki kriz Avrupa'nin
neoliberal biitiinlesmesinin stmrlarim agiga cikarmugtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Avrupa, Anayasa, Fransa, Hollanda, Neoliberalizm

* Prof. Dr., Bagkent Universitesi, Siyaset Bilimi ve Uluslararas: Iligkiler Boliumit Ogretim Uyesi,
UEUSI.ARARASimﬁKiLER, Cilt 2, Say1 7, Giiz 2005, s. 63-85.
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Humpty Dumpty sat on the wall,
" Humpty Dumpty had a great fall,
All the King's horses and all the King's men,
Couldn’t put Humpty together again.

“A spectre is haunting Europe... All the powers of old Europe have entered into
a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre.”

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels !

After the Brussels Summit of the European Union, held the third
week of June, 2005, the European Union is in crisis.2 While the immedi-
ate issues center around the derailing of the European Constitution by
popular votes in France and Holland and the dispute over the EU
budget between France and Britain for 2007-2013, the crisis is actually
of a much more profound nature. The current crisis goes to the very
heart of Europe and the question of what the European project is all
about. After locating the political dynamics of the debate on the Con-
stitution in context, this article will address the more fundamental di-
lemma facing the European Union. Specifically, the article will argue
that the crisis is not just about Europe’s place in the world economy,
European culture, and European geographical boundaries, but more
fundamentally about democracy, neoliberalism, the division of the
wealth among classes in European society, and the larger class struggle
of labor and capital on a global scale. The article will argue that there are
limits to neoliberal economic integration, both in Europe and globally.

The European Constitution

The European Union Constitution was drafted over more than a three
year period by a constitutional convention headed by the former presi-
dent of France, Valerie Giscard d’Estaing. The 105 members of the con-
vention were appointed from above with two-thirds of them being
members of either a national parliament in Europe or the European.
Parliament. Some were chosen to represent “civil society,” but no
members were elected by the citizens. The Constitution contains some
500 pages, 448 articles, and 36 supplemental protocols. The length is
primarily due to the fact that some three-fourths of the document (Part
I1I) consists of a list of detailed policies already in effect in the European
Union. Under the Constitution, there would be an EU council president
and foreign minister and more influence for the European Parliament,

i Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, in Eugene Kamenka, The
Portable Karl Marx, New York, Penguin Books, 1983, p. 203.

2 Jean-Claude Junker, Prime Minister of Luxembourg stated: “Do not believe those who say
the union is not in crisis. It is in deep crisis.” Gareth Harding, “Doom and Gloom after EU
Summit”, www.wpherald.com. (June 20, 2005)
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The document was signed at a ceremony in Rome on October 29,
2004 by the heads of state of all twenty-five member states and gov-
ernment leaders. The document was scheduled to be ratified by popular
vote in ten countries and by the national parliaments of 15 countries.
The only country to approve the document by popular vote, previous to
the French and Holland referendums, was Spain, where the turnout
was low. Subsequently the Constitution was approved in referendums
in the small states of Malta and Luxembourg. With the Constitution ap-
parently dead at this point, it means that the European Union must fall
back on the agreements reached at Nice in December 2002. The major
drawback to this is that the Nice agreements give considerable veto
rights to individual members, which makes decision making more dif-
ficult, and militates against progress in the areas of foreign policy,
security affairs, and economic affairs.3

The Politics of the Draft Constitution

Although the ruling parties of all member countries supported the Con-
stitution, in the debate on the future direction of Europe, the elites of
countries resolved themselves into roughly two camps. The pro-market
camp included Great Britain, the Netherlands, and most Nordic and
East European countries. These countries, broadly, favor a deregulated
economy, no further political integration, enlargement, and an end to
agricultural subsidies. In other words, they favor more neoliberalism.
The second camp included France, Germany, Belgium, and Luxem-
bourg. These countries want a more regulated “social Europe,” higher
taxes, more welfare, and curbs on the market. They are skeptical about
further enlargement and “free trade.” Those in the first group are free
traders, while those in the second category emphasize greater political
integration and a “social Europe.”*

In the debate on the Constitution in the broader society, the “yes”
and “no” camps presented a more complex picture. Many of those op-
posed to the Constitution noted fundamental objections which centered
upon the ongoing “democratic deficit” of the European Union. Most
fundamentally, the Constitution goes beyond what previous constitu-
tions have done. Instead of setting up principles for making laws
© through a democratic political process, the Constitution would have
locked in the principles of neoliberalism, found in the Copenhagen
Criteria, such as “an internal market where competition is free and un-

3 Susan George and Erik Wesselius, “Why French and Dutch Citizens Are Saying No”,
www.zmag.org (June 3, 2003)

¢ Harding, “Doom and Gloom after EU Summit.”
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distorted” and “a highly competitive social market economy.” In addi-
tion, a large body of regulatory law was made a part of the Constitution
and would have been almost impossible to change. Secondly, the
“separation of powers principle” was largely ignored. Further, critics
argued that the Constitution ignores the responsibilities of the govern-
ment and popular sovereignty. The Council of Ministers, consisting of
the governments of member states, is a “legislative and executive body
in one.” The Commission has extensive powers for political decision
making and intervention, while the European Parliament, the only
elected body, is weak. The Parliament cannot select the executive, can-
not make laws, and has restricted veto powers. Further the fundamen-
tal rights guaranteed in the document are seen as quite weak. This,
along with the fact that the constitutional convention members were
not elected, meant that the “no” group tended to see the document as
undemocratic. The constitution went far beyond previous constitutions,
such as the American Constitution of 1787, in that it set up rights for
capital, not just “the natural unalienable and sacred rights of man.”5

The major disagreements dividing the “yes” and “no” camps
involved four major contradictions: the neoliberal economic dimension,
the issue of Europe as a major global player, the national sovereignty
issue, and the issue of “European religion and culture.” The most
fundamental of these contradictions, the issue of neoliberalism, is the
driving dynamic behind the attempt to ratify the Constitution, the
attempt to streamline European institutions to facilitate and accelerate
capitalist accumulation in competition with the United States and East
Asia. Fundamental contradictions have necessarily emerged in this
enterprise and reflect those seen on a global scale in the current drive to
shore up monopoly capitalism under a global neoliberal regime. '

The pro-constitution “yes” camp in Europe included the German
Social Democrats, led by Chancellor Gerhard Shroder. French President
Jacques Chirac, and Spanish Prime Minister Jose Luis Rodriguez
Zapatero both campaigned hard for a “yes” vote. It also included the
Greens Party. Writer Gunter Grass and the philosopher Jurgen
Habermas also urged people to vote “yes” on the Constitution.t

In terms of the neoliberal contradiction, the “yes” group argued that
the Constitution would defend and strengthen a “social market
economy” against American neoliberalism and the British liberalism of

5 “Vote ‘no’ in French referendum on European constitution”, WSWS.org (May 25, 2005)

6 Habermas has argued: “A constitution will not be enough. It can only initiate the democratic
process in which it must take root.” See Jurgen Habermas, “The European Nation-State and
the Pressures of Globalization,” New Left Review, No. 235, May-June 1999, p. 58.
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Prime Minister, Tony Blair. Many argued that to reject the Constitution
would strengthen “ultra-liberalism” from Great Britain. On the other
hand, Nicolas Sarkozy of the UMP in France, wrote in Le Monde, “I am
a European because Europe is an excellent lever to implement reforms
in France.””

In terms of the anti-American dimension, the “Yes” camp, Chirac’s
party, the Union for a Popular Movement (UMP), the majority faction
of the Socialist Party, the liberal Union for the French Democracy
(UDF), and the Greens, all argued that the Constitution would defend
and strengthen Europe vis-a-vis the United States, along economic, po-
litical and military dimensions. This would serve to bolster European
influence in the global arena. For example, Pierre Moscovic, a Socialist,
argued that rejection of the Constitution would be a “gift to the US.
Government.”8

The main arguments of the “No” camp addressed the neoliberal
economic contradictions. A broad alliance on the left opposed the Con-
stitution primarily on the basis of its neoliberal character. These in-
cluded a minority faction of the French Socialist Party, the sovereign-
tists (such as Jean-Pierre Chevenement), the anti-globalization move-
ment, Attac, the Communist Party, and the Ligue Communiste Revolu-
tionnaire (LCP). The Association for the Taxation of Financial Transac-
tions for the Aid of Citizens (Attac) criticizes neoliberalism and is an
advocate group for a Tobin tax on currency speculation. These groups
argued that rejection of the Constitution would enable the French
Nation to defend the “European social model” against neoliberalism.?

But sections of the left also brought into the argument the concern
that the Constitution would weaken Europe in general and France in
particular. Laurent Fabius of the Socialist Party spoke of a “weakened
France” and “impotent Europe.” Europe would be subjected to the
policies of NATO, and the Constitution would increase Germany’s
voting power in relation to France. The French Communist newspaper,
L’ Humanite argued that it would be possible for the “US to sabotage
European rearmament.” On the other hand, the socialist, Henri Em-
manuelli, argued that the “no” vote had “reasserted the primacy of
national sovereignty over the plans of the apparatchiks and cabals.” 10

7 “Vote ‘no’ in French referendum”.

8 Ibid.

o Ibid.

10 John Lichfield, “Crisis for Europe as France rejects EU constitution by huge majority”, The
Independent, May 30, 2005.
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The extreme right opposition to-the Constitution tapped into a chau-
vinistic vein, asserting that the European Constitution was a “threat to
the French nation,” raising a racist alarm against the immigration of
Muslims to Europe, and warning against the future entry of Turkey
into the European Union. A quarter of the UMP delegates in France
reject Turkish membership on the basis of defending “Christian
Western Civilisation” and the “Jewish-Christian legacy.”11

The left is further divided into those who believe that the “European
social model” can be defended within the framework of the French
nation, and national and European parliamentary politics in general,
and those who argue that the ravishes of neoliberal capitalism cannot
be tamed through a “social Europe” but only through a “socialist
Europe.” For example, the LCR speaks of a “social and democratic
Europe” and wishes to reform capitalism in the interests of the working
class. This is, of course, an old dilemma of the left dating to the
nineteenth century controversy over whether left parties should
participate in electoral and parliamentary politics.

More realistically, it has been observed that the “European social
model,” itself, is largely a myth. The “social pact” between workers and
capitalists in Europe in the 1970s broke down and the percentage of
organized workers has declined all across Europe from 1985 to the
present.12 Workers in Europe have already lost out to neoliberalism. In
this view, Europe is not an “alternative to neoliberal restructuring” but
simply a trading bloc that is still too weak to challenge U.S. hegemony.
The most Europe can do is “occasionally throw a wrench into U.S.
Hegemonic plans.”13

All across Europe, the contradiction between “European integra-
tion” and the driving down of wages under a “social pact” had already
caused a “crisis of legitimacy” and helped to bring right-wing parties to
power in a nationalist backlash.14 Further, all social democratic parties
in Europe have swung to the right, including the SPD in Germany, and
the Socialist Party in France under Lionel Jospin. In Britain, labor was
taken over by Tony Blair. Trade unions have also moved to the right,
accepting lower wages and worsening social conditions. The CFDT

1 “Yote 'no’ in French Referendum”.

2 Asbjorn Wahl, “European Labor: Social Dialogue, Social Pacts, or a Social Europe”, Monthly
Review, Vol. 54. No 2, June 2002, p. 45-55. Asbjorn Wahl, “European Labor: The Ideological
Legacy of the Social Pact,” Monthly Review, Vol. 55, No 8, January 2004, p. 37-49.

13 Ingo Schmidt, “Europe: On the Rise to Hegemony or Caught in Crisis?”, Monthly Review,
Vol. 54, No 9, February 2003, p. 54.

* Tbid., p. 41-54.
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union in France, led by General Secretary Bernard Thibault,
campaigned for a “yes” vote on the Constitution.!>

All across Europe there has been disillusionment with the European
integrationist project. The institutions are not democratic and the
Constitution was hardly readable. Some 900 grass roots organizations
campaigned against the Constitution in France to create a genuine
debate for the first time. This sharply clashed with the prevailing
attitude of prominent elites, such as former EU Commissioner Frits
Bolkenstein, who said people should not be involved in EU decision
making. In Holland, there was a special budget of some four million
Euros for the “yes” campaign, some ten times that for the “no”
campaign.l® When people discovered what was in the Constitution, and
that it would be virtually impossible to change, many became alarmed.

When asked why they voted “no” on the Constitution, 41 percent
cited social and economic conditions, 26 percent cited France’s role in
Europe, 24 percent cited Europe’s role in the world, 21 percent voted
“no” because of the content of the Constitution, and only 14 percent
voted “no” because of Turkey’s future membership.

The European Crisis: A Crisis of Neoliberalism

At its root the crisis in Europe, over both the budget and the Constitu-
tion, stems from deeper and more fundamental questions about who
Europe is for, the ruling elites or the people. It stems from the attempt
by European elites to impose a neoliberal political economy from
above. Will there be a Europe for the purpose and logic of accelerated
capitalist accumulation and increased inequality or a truly social
Europe in which the people enjoy a fair proportion of the spoils? Will
there be an essentially “free trade” Europe, which serves the market, or
a truly social Europe that serves social welfare and benefits the
common people? It is a crisis, not primarily about clashing national
interests, but about class and class interests. While the crisis appears on
the surface a clash of national interests, in a more fundamental sense,
this is illusory. What is at stake is a class struggle over the division of
the spoils. There is, of course, a fundamental difference between the
British perspective, which is closer to the American perspective of free
trade and neoliberalism, and the opposing French vision of a more
social and organic vision of European society.

15 “Vote 'no’ in French Referendum”.
6 George and Wesselius, “Why French and Dutch Citizens are Saying no”.
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British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, says it is just a question of “mod-
ernization.” The implication of this statement, however, is that a
democratic politics that serves the people is now history and that neolib-
eralism is historically inevitable. Now it is all about capital. In Margaret
Thatcher’s words, there is no alternative. Or in Francis Fukuyama’s terms,
at the end of history there is nothing left but “liberalism.” The above
sentiment shows that what is at stake is a matter of capital verses the
people and their labor. These two visions of Europe, a “social Europe” or a
neoliberal Europe that serves capital, is the fundamental contradiction.

The Copenhagen Criteria and Capitalist Accumulation

Surely, the question of how the productive surplus of a society is to be
divided is at the very heart of the question of democracy. A democratic
framework for politics has traditionally been considered to be a consti-
tutional framework which allowed classes in society to engage in politi-
cal and class struggle over how this surplus would be divided. If the
question of how the wealth is to be divided is settled beforehand, with-
out a political process, then the very heart of democracy has been cut
out. Then politics becomes a mere tinkering between elites over how
they will divide up the spoils and the people are locked into a make-
believe or imaginary democracy, a de-facto totalitarianism, in which
these questions have already been settled. Voting, then, becomes a part
of the “democratic” mechanism, but it is largely illusory as it can
change nothing of substance in the lives of the citizens. The existing
transnational corporation, which is itself a totalitarian form of organi-
zation, increasingly makes all vital decisions which affect societies.

One similar historical version of such a totalitarian road was Stalin-
ism, in which all the means of production was in the hands of the state,
while at the same time assuring the people that it was a “people’s de-
mocracy.” A portion of the spoils was used for the people, to be sure,
and significant social welfare emerged, but the people had no democ-
ratic control over this question. A second version was the corporatist
system in Nazism. Another version of settling the question of division
of the spoils ahead of time was colonialism, in which the colonial mas-
ters determined the question and the natives were divided into the par-
ticipating compradors and the subjects who had no say in the rule. A
third similar arrangement is the “pluralistic democracy” of the United
States of America. Here, a political system is institutionalized in which
it is effectively possible for only one of two capitalist, pro-business,
neoliberal parties to come to power. In this system of “gyronomy,””

7 To “gyrate” is to move around a fixed point or axis.” (American Heritage Dictionary, Third
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whichever party wins, capital wins, and the game continues as before.
Amid the genuflection’s and buffoonery of electoral campaigns,
movements of the people and voting are rendered virtually
meaningless, as it is ensured that they will be incapable of changing
anything of substance.

Today under the American version of neoliberalism, workers can go
out and vote, but have no control over their jobs being exported to
Mexico or elsewhere. I does not matter if one votes or not, the deci-
sions have already been made elsewhere. It is no longer a question of
politics and political dynamics, but merely a question of what is
required by the logic of capitalist accumulation on a global scale. As
Noam Chomsky has observed, if it was possible that the elections
would change anything, fundamentally, they would never be held. So
the people find themselves living under a form of big business-
corporate totalitarianism over which they have no control.
Nevertheless, they are told this is “the best democracy in the world.”
And, unfortunately for the majority of the people and the country, it
succeeds beautifully. At least in the short run.

A fourth attempt at a totalitarian framework, again in this case for
neoliberalism, is seen in the institutions of the European Union, such as
the Copenhagen Criteria. A requirement is that the commanding
heights of capital be in the hands of the private sector and function in
terms of private profit and capitalist accumulation. Among the Copen-
hagen Criteria are: “stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy,
the rule of law, human rights, and respect for and protection of minori-
ties;” “existence of a functioning marketing economy, as well as the ca-
pacity to cope with competitive pressures and market forces within the
EU;” the “ability to take on the obligations of membership, including
adherence to the aims of political, economic, and monetary union.”18
While ostensibly setting out a democratic framework, what is actually
required is that capital be in private hands. Under a liberal form of gov-
ernment, it becomes clear that the owners of capital come to control the
economic and political decisions which affect the lives of everyone in
the society, effectively precluding democracy.’® The “market” is in

ed) In this case, the fixed point is that of capitalist accumulation. The term,
“gyronomy,”which seems to beautifully describe the US political system, was inadvertently
suggested by a student attempting to list Aristotle’s types of political regimes.

18 Desmond Dinan, Fver Closer Union, London, Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1999, p. 191.

19 Moravesik argued that European integration was driven by “economic interdependence,”
through politicians pursuing national economic advantage using traditional diplomatic
means. This rational choice approach sees national leaders as making myriad rational
decisions, but loses sight of the forest for the trees. Such an approach loses sight of the
historical forces and logic of capitalism and imperialism that is driving the system. Leaders
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control, which is really to say that under neoliberalism the giant
corporations will make the fundamental decisions of society, in accord
with the logic of maximizing capitalist accumulation for the owners of
capital. This process will go on regardless of the negative affects upon
society in terms of social welfare, educational opportunities, quality of
life, and any other needs of the people. It is another de facto form of
totalitarianism. This is, of course, precisely what the European
Constitution was designed to achieve and the fundamental reason why
it was rejected soundly by the French and Dutch electorates.20

The European Constitution would lock in this framework as the iron
law of the land. It was intended to accomplish the same sleight of hand
which has been accomplished in the United States through other
means. It is incumbent upon the people in a democracy, however, that
they develop the political consciousness to understand what is being
planned for them by the elites in control of the political levers and pro-
tect their class interests. If they cannot, as Rousseau observed, they will
“be everywhere in chains.”

The ruling elites of all the countries across Europe went along with
foisting this deceptive document upon the people. As noted above, it
cuts the heart out of democracy as has happened historically in the
United States. Historical decisions, such as the Supreme Court’s ruling
granting immortality to chartered corporations in the mid nineteenth
century, have resulted in the enormous increase in the political power
of large corporations especially since the 1970s. The European document
is an undemocratic and iron framework which intends to bind the peo-
ple all across Europe in its grip. Margaret Thatcher captured the spirit
nicely when she once compared the centralization in European
institutions to that in the former Soviet Union.?!

The neoliberal Constitution makes great inroads in ensuring that
there are no democratic institutions which can alter the economic rules
and division of the spoils that serve the purpose of capitalist accumula-
tion. The party line of European Union officials was that in this consti-
tution they would write a document which people could understand in
simple language, and which would go some distance to eliminate the
“democratic deficit” in European institutions. Nothing could be further
from the truth or more deceptive, as they did just the opposite. The

do not make just any choices, but those which are required within the larger requirements
of historical necessity. See Andrew Moravcsik, The Choice For Europe, Ithaca, New York,
Cornell University Press, 1998.

20 George and Wesselius, “Why French and Dutch Citizens Are Saying No”. Some 70 percent
of the electorate turned out to vote in France.

21 Dinan, p. 139, 190.
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French and the Dutch soundly rejected the document which they prop-
erly saw as going against their best interests. This locomotive of neolib-
eralism was intended to steamroller the people in the manner of previ-
ous documents, such as the Single European Act (1986) and the Maas-
tricht Treaty (1992). The people were told that whatever the elites
passed down from the top was certain to be good for them.

The French Rejection and Elite Response

After the French vote, it does not seem possible to put Humpty Dumpty
together again. When the votes were counted, the beautiful and grand
European project, the much vaunted Humpty Dumpty, lay shattered at
the wall of the Bastille. The verdict in Holland was even more decisive.
The ruling elites in Europe tried for a few days to pretend that nothing
serious had happened and that the project could be put back on track.
There was breast beating and stern warnings aplenty from some quar-
ters. But the people had seen through the game and it would not be so
easy to pull the wool over their eyes after this event.

The rejection of the Constitution was not the rejection of a united
and social Europe, as is now being implied by British Prime Minister
Tony Blair and other spinsters. Rather, it was fundamentally about the
rejection of a neoliberal Europe that serves transnational capital and not
the people. It is not about the rejection of so-called “globalization” but
primarily about rejecting a Europe that serves the purpose of capitalist
globalization and accumulation in a Europe that is the junior partner in
the collective triad of imperialism consisting of the United States,
Europe and Japan.?2 After the French vote, the polls showed that 41 per-
cent of the people voted against the Constitution because of the ques-
tion of social and economic conditions. Another 26 percent voted “no”
because the constitution would allow important social questions to be
decided in Brussels. '

The true perspective of the European elites concerning democracy
was revealed in the event, however. Now that the new neoliberal Con-
stitution seemed to have no chance of being approved by the people at
the polls, rather than letting democracy take its course, and leaving the
Constitution to the verdict of the people, a halt was called to the voting,
as more referendums was only likely to do more damage from the per-
spective of those who supported the document. Referendums did go
forward in the small states of Malta and Luxembourg but not in more

2 Samir Amin, “US. Imperialism, Europe and the Middle East,” Monthly Review, Vol. 56,
No 6, November 2004, p. 13-33.
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weighty countries, such as the United Kingdom. This seemed to indi-
cate that democracy, in the form of referendums, was fine as long as the
results were turning out the way the European elites desired. But when
the score turned against them, they called a time out, suggesting that
the people just did not understand and that the authorities had not
done a good enough job of explaining