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The future of European social democracy 
 
7-8 February 2008 
Arundel House, 13-15 Arundel Street, Temple Place, London WC2R 3DX 
 
Invited by the FES London and the London-based think tank Policy Network, high-
profile speakers and participants from Germany, the UK, Italy, Spain, France, Romania, 
the Netherlands, Hungary, Turkey, Finland, Austria, Denmark, Poland, Belgium and 
Sweden gathered in London for a conference entitled “The future of European social 
democracy” on 7th and 8th February 2008. The first day of the conference was dedicated 
to the challenges that modern social democracy is facing.  
 
Opening the event with a keynote speech, the British Minister for Work and Pensions, 
James Purnell, introduced the approach of a “new contract” between the state and its 
citizens, in which both sides take on responsibilities and become active. He argued that it 
is the responsibility of the state to support its citizens both as individuals and within their 
social context – be it within the family, the work environment, etc. – by means of a 
comprehensive range of services, e.g. in the fields of health, work, child poverty, etc. 
Nevertheless, simultaneously, it must be the responsibility of the citizens, to use these 
services correctly and efficiently and to actively contribute to them. State and citizen 
should complement each other. Purnell continued that Labour should aspire to such a new 
contract for two reasons: firstly, a progressive party should never be content with the 
status quo but should always strive for further social improvements. Here he referred to 
the need to re-establish people’s belief in globalization as a positive development by 
working on a new form of the welfare state. As a second reason he simply stated that 
Labour wants to be re-elected:  he argued that New Labour – combined with this new 
understanding of the welfare state – offered the possibility to vote both emotionally and 
rationally at the same time.  
 
Roger Liddle, Vice Chair of Policy Network, started off the first session „Europe’s 
changing political attitudes and perceptions“. His short introduction „Overview of the 
electoral landscape currently confronting the centre-left in Europe“ began with the 
sobering statement that with only 4 social democratic governments in an EU of 27 
member states (compared to 11 out of 15 in the past) social democratic parties in Europe 
were experiencing a particularly bad time. In countries with proportional representation 
systems, this was due to drift of voters to more radical parties as well as the inability to 
colonise the political centre. In the UK, which does not have a proportional 
representation system, many factors were at play: the decline of the industries and trade 
unions (which constituted the traditional Labour voter base), increasing insider/outsider 
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dynamics of the labour market, other factors such as the attractiveness of social 
democratic values such as solidarity to older rather than younger voters as well as the 
delicate topic of immigration. Although social democrats had successfully realised some 
progressive policies (e.g. regarding gender equality), many structural changes were still 
being seen as negative. Furthermore, in order to be able to stand its ground in the future, 
social democracy needed to address increasing individualisation of society and the effects 
of globalisation.  
 
The issue of globalisation and whether, due to voters’ identification as “winners” or 
“losers” of processes associated with globalization, new political cleavages were 
emerging was the topic of a presentation of research (in collaboration with the University 
of Zurich) results by Edgar Grande of the University of Munich. He explained that 
globalisation causes new disparities and new political conflicts as well as exacerbating 
old ones. This is the case in three main areas: economic competition (open / protected 
sectors), cultural diversity (indigenous / migrant populations) and political integration 
(national / cosmopolitan understanding of politics). While this new situation, especially 
the tendency towards (often exclusionary) identity definition which it triggers, has so far 
been instrumentalised successfully only by right wing populist parties, other parties and 
groups should also recognize the potential of these changes as an opportunity for forming 
a new political order, new parties and new structures of national party systems.  For this, 
it is useful to recapitulate the most important results of the research project: 1) that the 
cultural dimension is of increasing importance in politics. 2) that the area of the political 
spectrum over which parties of the centre compete has moved decisively to the right. 3) 
that since the 70s polarisation and fragmentation of the party system has increased in 
most countries. 4) that from these trends results a tri-polar structure of political 
competition (Social Democrats and Greens on the left, Christian Democrats and 
conservative Liberals on the right and right wing populists on the extreme right). 5) that 
the transformative potential of globalisation is currently not being instrumentalised by 
political parties; e.g. there is space for left wing populist parties that might be able to 
address some new “security” issues triggered by globalisation.  
 
The last presentation of this session, given by Gero Neugebauer of the Free University in 
Berlin, addressed the issue whether new class structures and social milieus were 
emerging in European societies. He reiterated that social democrats in Europe had lost 
broad support, amongst others among the most isolated and underprivileged groups in 
society. His research results elicited a clear differentiation between those people who 
experienced the condition of globalisation as a positive development and the so-called 
“drifting precariate” that stayed behind socio-economic developments. These two 
extremes were mirrored in vehement demands for social security and labour market 
protectionism on the one hand and a positive attitude towards global competition and 
equanimity regarding the mechanisms of the welfare state on the other hand. These very 
different demands make it very difficult for social democrats to position themselves 
politically in a way that is attractive to and has the potential of mobilising both voter 
milieus. In order to win elections, however, this is necessary. One way would be to find a 
common denominate. However, it remained unclear what could be such a common 
denominator.  
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The subsequent discussion touched on a variety of issues: “social justice” was suggested 
as a catch phrase with which to mobilise diverse groups (Dürr). Social democracy’s 
responsibility not to adjust to given social conditions, but to improve them, was 
emphasized (Pfaller). The same goes for the significance of the communication of clear 
values and (long-term) solutions (Isik, Neugebauer). This is particularly important in 
contrast to the impression currently given that everything revolves only around the need 
to win elections (Birchall). It was also pointed out that failure in different national 
elections was often self-inflicted and that it was easier to address mishaps such as 
unprofessional election campaigns, being out of touch with the electorate, ignorant and 
arrogant party leadership and the belief that everything that works is already a reform that 
will impress the people than the difficult implications of globalization (Perger). On the 
other hand, social democracy was also described as the victim of its own success as it had 
not managed to formulate a new vision leading on from that securing its success in the 
twentieth century (v. Hulten) and now has to reposition itself, e.g. by specialising on 
globalization-related security issues (Astudillo, Grande). However, the difficult financial 
side of this project did also not go unmentioned (Liddle). A further possibility for 
repositioning was identified in the replacing of the concept of “economic inequality” by 
the concepts of “culture” and “identity” on which social democracy had to form a 
position (Zapata Barrero). One approach would be to rely on the “human factor” as the 
programmatic differences between the parties of the political centre were negligible 
(Schwarzer). Participants were also reminded that it was an illusion to assume that 
improvements would lead directly to popularity and electoral success; what counts is 
relative, not absolute improvement. Therefore, the task for social democracy is to 
establish a discourse of hope, not one of pessimism. One possible topic suggested for this 
was climate change (Marquand). In conclusion, the importance of vouching for clear 
values was reiterated, especially in the context of the incompatibility of the international 
values with the wish to please the national public. The impossibility of this aim is clearly 
illustrated by the example of a UK that allows Russian oligarchs to immigrate, but rejects 
large numbers of asylum seekers. This way, one will clearly not gain anyone’s agreement 
or even support (Williams). 
 
The second session „What are the key drivers of Europe’s societal transformation and 
how should the centre-left respond?“ was opened by Bernard Spitz of En Temps Réel, 
who examined in how far social cleavages today coincide with generational differences, 
namely result from a shift of resources, opportunities and privileges to the advantage of 
the older generation. There are, however, also important new political cleavages that are 
characterised by great differences in attitudes towards globalisation and the future of the 
welfare state. Social democrats must address these new social inequalities and differences 
and attempt to appeal to both the young and the old. Spitz’s policy suggestions were 1) to 
make access to the labour market easier and minimise the bureaucratic complexity of 
state intervention. 2) to support investment in research and technology in order to support 
jobs and skills in these areas. 3) the introduction of fairer tax systems. And 4) to 
emphasise an understanding of Europe as the bringer of hope and justice. 
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The second speaker was Patrick Diamond of the UK Equality and Human Rights 
Commission, who spoke about inequality and social injustice in Europe. In an appeal for 
greater clarity, he defined the relevant types of inequality: income poverty (which is 
defined as a state in which a person stays poor despite earning a fixed income), income 
mobility (the possibility to move from a low income to a higher one), and income 
inequality (the inequality of incomes, both of different individuals in similar positions 
and in different positions along the income spectrum). While he did not neglect traditions 
types of inequalities such as gender or age-related inequalities, he nevertheless 
propagated the three above-mentioned categories as super-ordinate concepts under which 
specific exemplary inequality such as gender can be subsumed. Regarding the many 
external (globalisation, migration, etc.) and internal (demographic trends towards an 
aging society, persisting class differences, etc.) factors, he argued that the focus today (in 
contrast to the understandings of traditional social democracy) should be on “life 
chances”. The task is not only to recognise the problem, but also to react by developing 
useful policies. These should have the following aims: 1) caring responsibilities (for 
children and the elderly) should be compatible with work. 2) skills currently in short 
supply should be encouraged in order to provide routes out of poverty by targeted 
education for available jobs. 3) the break-up of traditional family structures must be 
balanced. 4) poverty turning into a permanent condition and social benefits leading to 
dependency must be avoided. A special focus in this regard should be on children and 
young people as well as the cultural dimension and class society (here the buzz word in 
the UK is the traditional “working class”). From this he developed the following policy 
suggestions: 1) special focus on support of children from early childhood on. 2) 
development of a new generational contract and reworking of the pension system. 3) 
introduction of a fairer taxation system.  
 
Last in this session, Ricard Zapata Barrero of the Universitat Pompeu Fabra in Barcelona 
held a presentation on immigration, integration and social cohesion in Europe. He argued 
that even though the increasing wish for intercultural exchange gave cause for some 
optimism, in Spain for one country this process was still hindered by the great number of 
those who still hold more traditional or even hostile views. It is the government’s job 
(and within its possibilities and means) to steer public opinion in this field as research has 
shown that such opinions and views are rarely shaped by personal encounters or 
experiences, but are usually the result of perceptions of more or less successful policies in 
this field. The results of Zapata Barrero’s research suggest that policies determine 
opinions. For this reason, social democrats should seize the opportunity that offers in this 
for the creation of social cohesion and avoid the potential dangers. He concluded by 
stating that progressive parties in a Europe with such new social order or “landscapes”, in 
which identity and integration are concepts of increasing significance, should develop a 
new understanding of equality, in which cultural equality should be key. 
 
In the subsequent, very engaged, debate, the step from the policy idea to convincing 
citizens that a measure can work and be beneficial was identified as difficult (Dürr). For 
this it is, e.g. as regards the issue of migration, necessary to transcend the purely 
rhetorical level (Pfaller), but social democrats must first be clear about a strategy of 
which and how arguments about identity (for instance also those of minorities) could be 
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made (Jurado). Further questions of repositioning of European social democracy are 
contents and understanding of future social democratic policies: should one already 
address topics such as the “knowledge economy” and “biotechnologies” and risk creating 
an electorally less then helpful pessimistic atmosphere? (Isik) While the concrete part of 
this question remained unanswered, it was generally emphasised that it was important to 
spread optimism, not pessimism (Spitz, Pardal). It was further said that it is necessary to 
develop a new conceptual understanding of inequality that includes the aspects of 
opportunities, perspectives, means, etc. of different individuals to overcome inequalities 
(Zapata Barrero). Another important differentiation would be between those who have 
some means of self-determination and those how have no such means at all and are, thus, 
in danger of becoming dependent, e.g. on benefits (Liebhaberg). It is also important to 
bear in mind that inequalities are always perceived subjectively and classifications of 
social groups have only limited utility (Hanke). For this reason, it is necessary to 
approach not only the problem itself, i.e. different kinds of inequality, but also the self-
perception of individual citizens who have (or lack) the power of self-realisation 
(Diamond). In conclusion, it was stated that globalization is a process of social change 
that, in contrast to previous social developments, has not been initiated by social 
democracy and can, thus, not be controlled by it, and that problems of dealing with it 
result from this fact (Zapata Barrero). It is nevertheless important that dealing with these 
developments is not reduced to a logic of election campaign pragmatism, but reflects 
social democratic values and the newly developed concepts discussed here (Birchall, 
Zapata Barrero).  
 
While, on the first day of the event, challenges for "Modern Social Democracy" were at 
the centre of attention, the second day was dedicated to the future of "Progressive 
Governance". In this vein, Matthias Machnig, Minister of State at the German Federal 
Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety, started off with a 
presentation about the new order of the national and international progressive agenda. Its 
point of departure is, according to him and as mentioned before by Liddle and 
Neugebauer, that social democratic parties have lost electoral majorities. One approach to 
this problem could be the glance to the US where politics was still practiced with 
emotion. Another was a turn to “progressive” politics, to a combination of social 
democracy and market liberalism. After this introduction, Machnig offered a number of 
themes for the possible future design of progressive politics, clustered around two main 
theories. The first theory was that one had to offer citizens a combination of the political 
focuses on the economy, ecology and social security – always keeping a clear focus on 
the traditional aim of social democracy, namely social justice. He explained that today 
social justice is directly linked to material security and issues of wealth redistribution. A 
strong and coherent definition of justice in this sense incorporates not only equal 
opportunities, but also active redistributing justice, real social participation combined 
with material security and serious engagement with, rather than the playing down of, 
fears of social decline. The traditional slogan of social democracy being “security 
through change” (reforms for the maintenance of the welfare state), today’s must be 
“change through security”; this means that it is the responsibility of the state to provide 
some basic securities, which support the individual in difficult changes such as economic, 
social, etc. adjustments made necessary by processes of globalisation. Here it has to be 
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clear, that the individual should neither be abandoned nor patronised by the state. Coming 
to his second theory, Machnig emphasised the importance of noting that progressive 
governance, i.e. progressive policies, is only possible with a progressive government – 
and an active and creative state with properly functioning institutions and the necessary 
financial means. His conclusion was that, in future, social democracy will differentiate 
itself from conservative and liberal politics on issues of justice and participation. In the 
following, he explained important aspects of this new order of social democratic politics 
by means of the example of climate change; changes in the relationship of economy and 
ecology, the decoupling of growth and resource consumption, the connection of the social 
dimension with the economy and ecology, the statement that market mechanisms and 
forces are to be actively instrumentalised not blindly followed, the connection of national 
and international politics, the need for global leadership. He concluded, also by means of 
this example, with the argument that and how mobilising citizens for this kind of social 
democratic politics was possible through the formation of alliances of different groups 
(labour movement and trade unions, industries (particularly those of environmental 
technologies), financial markets, etc. with regard to future markets and technologies, 
post-material, urban groups that already have an awareness of the importance of these 
topics, rural groups that are most affected by structural changes in this context, 
environmental activists, and local and regional aggregations).  
 
In the subsequent discussion, it was reiterated that social democracy needs to form, on the 
basis of critical self-assessment of the reforms of the 90s, its own positive concepts rather 
than wasting time with lamentation of, for instance in the exemplary case of Germany, 
the emergence of the Left Party (Katwala). Furthermore, the possibility of coalitions of 
the SPD with the Left Party and the Greens – currently still frowned upon – needs to be 
taken into consideration in the future in order to mobilise strategic majorities (Perger). To 
this, Machnig responded that the decisive aspect is that the Left Party has the ability to 
put difficult and important topics provocatively on the agenda, no matter whether it is 
equally able to find answers to these questions (which is not the case according to 
Machnig and will force them to turn to realpolitik after the 2009 elections at the very 
latest). This ability to put contentious and important topics on the agenda was a trait that 
the SPD and other European social democratic parties needed to reacquire, while, of 
course, also developing suitable answers to topical problems.  
 
In the second discussion that dealt with the programmatic renewal of social democratic 
parties in Europe, Minister in the Cabinet Office, Ed Miliband, spoke about the four great 
challenges that the Labour Party would cover in its new manifesto: globalisation, public 
services, the understanding and project that the “good life” meant more than just material 
security (buzz word “prosperity plus”) and citizens’ disengagement. On the first topic, he 
emphasised socio-economic aspects such as the management of globalisation by means 
of re- and equal distribution of risks and opportunities. On public services he emphasised 
equality and outlined the following two levels: “basic security” and, building on this, 
“self-realisation”, for which the state had to make its contribution in areas such as 
primary provision and education, while the individual had to actively complement this in 
other areas.  On “prosperity plus” he mentioned climate change, the work / leisure time 
balance, and identification with and social cohesion of local communities, which are of 
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increasing importance as they determined subjectively perceived quality of citizens’ 
lives, as important new political focuses. On the problem of disillusioned, disinterested 
citizens, he explained that politics had developed into a “minority sport” and that the “age 
of deference” had given way to an “age of scepticism”. A feeling that the nation state was 
simultaneously too small to tackle the big problems of the world and too big solve small-
scale (e.g. regional) problems was spreading. The Labour Party must be aware that it is 
always more difficult for a governing party to reposition itself than for an opposition 
party that is playing “political air guitar” so to speak. Nevertheless the following points 
are essential for continuing success: staying in touch with the citizens, being a party of / 
for the future (i.e. not to be caught up in the past or complacent about the status quo), and 
standing for values and an ethos rather than purely technocratic functioning. 
 
Kajo Wasserhövel, Minister of State at the German Federal Ministry for Labour and 
Social Affairs and the second speaker in this session, presented the background and most 
important aspects of the SPD’s Hamburg Programme of October 2007. After the electoral 
success of 1998 it was agreed to put a new manifesto in the place of the 1959 Godesberg 
Programme and the 1990 Berlin Programm, which had been written before reunification 
and the break-up of the Soviet Union, before the emergence of broad awareness of 
climate change and demographic changes as political topics, before the experience of 
inner-European conflicts (cf. former Yugoslavia), and with a particularly West-German 
outlook. Due to the difficulty of reconciling this project with the day-to-day work of 
governing a country like Germany, it is hardly surprising that it has taken ten years to 
complete it. Unchanged, in comparison to the previous manifestos, are the basic values of 
social democratic politics: freedom, justice and solidarity. There is no hierarchy of these 
values suggested as they result from each other and are interdependent. New, in terms of 
the content of this programme, are the following: 1) an argumentative basis for the 
reforms of the last years that clarifies that despite some mistakes and continuing 
difficulties it would not be a solution to return to the structures and practices of the 80s.  
2) the explanation that and how globalisation – as it is unavoidable anyway – needs to be 
seized as an opportunity and actively shaped. Here the programme makes very clear that 
this cannot simply consist in the acceptance of global capitalism. Focuses of the 
management of globalisation as well as on the national level should be the political 
dimension of climate change, an emphasis on “good jobs”, the necessity of combining 
innovation and social justice, the establishment of a “preventive welfare state, etc. 
Addressing the parties who are still working on their manifestos, Wasserhövel advised 
that not only the content of the programme mattered, but also the path towards the final 
phrasing, in which ideas and views are structured and defined, and compromises that 
form the basis of the party’s life are reached. As a basic attitude one needed honesty 
instead of populism, persistence and a new approach for the engagement and exchange 
with and participation of citizens. The aim must be to stand one’s ground and succeed in 
competition to the conservatives and right wing populists, to build a strong and stable 
membership, and to engage voters of the centre and the left. For this, one needed to 
constantly strive to solve people’s problems, to be professional in the leadership of the 
party and of citizens, and to be ready and willing to take on the responsibilities of 
governing.  
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The Spanish situation was introduced by Carlos Mulas Granados, professor at the 
Complutense University in Madrid and Director of the PSOE 2008 manifesto committee, 
who explained that Zapatero had such good poll results due to the fact that he was seen as 
a candidate for the future. The new manifesto, which is the result of a complex 
consultation process, contains three main pillars: 1) labour, social benefits, redistribution, 
2) innovation, knowledge economy and sustainable progress, and 3) a new approach to 
the concepts freedom, co-existence and territorial representation. The PSOE was not 
necessarily interested in a greater role for the state, but more in a new version of what 
should be the responsibility of the state and the mechanisms and instruments of 
government.  
 
Lastly, Loukas Tsoukalis, president of the Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign 
Policy, gave an overview of the political process on the European level. Topics that had 
to be dealt with on the European level needed to be made more explicit on the national 
level as well. Decisions could not continue to be taken behind closed doors; a more alert 
and interested European citizenship was needed. For this, debates needed to be more 
politicised and citizens must be given clearer decision and electoral options. One 
opportunity to push this will be the European elections in 2009 and the following areas 
might be used for such debates: benefit and risks of globalisation, environmental policy, 
immigration, and energy policy. All these are areas in which the EU is an important 
platform for discussion as well as action and change. Even if it continues to seem 
impossible for all member states or even all Europeans to come to an agreement on any 
of these topics, discussion of them must commence at last.  
 
This appeal to an improved European debate also found resonance in the discussion 
round that concluded this session; for instance election campaigns on the European level 
must be improved, too. Possible topics for this could be 1) migration and security (Mulas 
Granados), 2) climate change (Mulas Granados), 3) contentious issues such as EU 
enlargement (Tsoukalis), 4) regulation of financial markets (Tsoukalis), 5) wealth 
redistribution (Tsoukalis), 6) a global form of governance for a global economy (Mulas 
Granados), 7) socio-economic egalitarianism, 8) gender equality, 9) positioning of 
Europe with regard to American protectionism (Kaldor), and 10) positioning of Europe 
regarding the American „war on terror“ (Kaldor). 
 
Finally, the conference found its climax in the third session of the second day: an 
informal questions and answers session with Prime Minister Gordon Brown, presented by 
David Marquand of the University of Oxford, which was entitled „Progressive 
governance in the 21st century: towards a new agenda“ and focused mainly on the themes 
"Unlocking talent" and "Global Europe", i.e. propagated a new approach on processes of 
globalisation that was designed to re-establish some optimism on this topic. First he 
described today’s global society as a world thoroughly changed since Labour’s came to 
power ten years ago, in which a global economic order, climate change (which forces 
national governments not only to develop economically efficient and socially just, but 
also environmentally friendly policies) and new security challenges (such as terrorism, 
failed states, global poverty and global health issues), made necessary a new system of 
progressive global governance that enabled people, e.g. by means of the internet, to 
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properly participate and in which public services were no longer standardised, but 
tailored to the needs of the individual. He emphasised the necessity of positive 
communication of the government with the citizens, stating that it was important not to 
lecture people with empty phrases and in a condescending way, but to convince them. 
The most important message to be communicated, according to him, was that 
globalisation created good global jobs and economic opportunities. However, it was only 
possible to seize them with suitable professional training and skills. Therefore, the most 
important focus of progressive politics must be the encouragement and support of the 
individual by means of education and ways of facilitating skills that will be needed in 
future (both on the professional and the personal level and across age and other groups 
and stages in life) in order to facilitate the possibility of benefiting of the positive aspects 
of globalisation. Today, people were still often hindered by a lack of vision and a reliance 
on state benefits that, however, often led to dependency rather than to self-initiative. This 
needed to change and such change could be facilitated for instance by exchange between 
schools and businesses. He emphasised especially that support and encouragement of the 
individual needed to be – in contrast to the policies of the conservatives – accessible to 
all. Marquand’s question whether this statement contained a moral argument beyond the 
technocratic-economic uses of such an approach was answered in the affirmative by the 
Prime Minister: minimum standards were no longer sufficient, what was needed was to 
fulfil the maximum potential of every individual and of society as a whole. This was 
indeed a moral argument. With this, one was aiming to establish a progressive consensus 
that enabled to create a positive public outlook on the future. It was not only about equal 
and general freedom rights, but also about a positive understanding of freedom: freedom 
to do something, not only freedom from limitation. The latter, i.e. the negative definition 
of freedom, was important, but only the first step on which the positive definition was 
building. It was the aim to establish a consensus on this that included a discourse of 
excellence, which in turn included the demand for instance for individually tailored 
public services.  
 
In the subsequent questions and answers session, a variety of topics were identified as 
relevant to future progressive politics. It was said that the above-mentioned moral 
argument is more effective with the public than technocratic details in this context. It was 
important to effectively communicate these values (Brown). The new focus on the 
individual and its potential was also important, particularly in contrast to the previous 
focus on society and the state. Politics should be made to empower the individual, not the 
collective. And the collective should support this and, as a consequence, the individual 
(Machnig). However, the critical question about poverty and inequality as factors that 
hindered the seizing of the positive aspects of processes associated with globalisation was 
also posed. In response, the Prime Minister explained that he perceived globalisation as 
an opportunity to overcome exactly these problems. If, in the past, only some people’s 
potential had been encouraged and fulfilled, it was due to the fact that national economic 
units limited employment opportunities. In today’s global economy there were no such 
limits and, therefore, it should be possible that all people fulfil their potential. It was 
important to understand in this context that protectionism was an illusion and that it was 
impossible to protect people from change, while it was well possible to equip them with 
the skills they needed to master change. Here he referred, just like James Purnell in his 
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keynote speech on the previous day, to the necessity of beginning with support at the 
earliest possible stage and to also include inactive groups in this as well as the necessity 
not only to foster the respective skills but also the necessary confidence and a “culture of 
aspirations”. Illustrating his moral and economic argument, he compared 400 000 British 
university graduates per year with four million in China, who are all competing for global 
jobs and influence in an increasingly globalised world: the point was that all Brits should 
be able to benefit from the new economic order and, considering these numbers, the UK 
could not afford to leave any of its potential unrealised. Another aspect of importance for 
the future of progressive politics in the UK was identified in its position with regard to 
Europe and Europe’s role as a mediator between globalisation and the nation sate 
(Garton-Ash). Responding to this question, the Prime Minister spoke with unusual 
enthusiasm in favour of a global Europe that would leave its introspective preoccupations 
behind and continue the spreading of peaceful co-existence and – which also had to be 
communicated effectively – of prosperity in an enlarged EU. With an unusually clear 
commitment to European Foreign and Security Policy, he stated that the EU, in 
collaboration with NATO, was needed for its contribution to international security and 
had to rise to its international responsibility (buzz words here were “soft power” and 
“failed states”). Furthermore, it must contribute actively to the reform of the international 
institutions and play an important role in suggesting and shaping global changes and 
building global consensuses.  
 


