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Without idealism, politics is reduced to a form of social accounting, to the day to day

administration of men and things wrote Tony Judtin “lll Fares the Land”. He believed
that at this point in time social democrats lack both the idealism, as also the
courage. This he found imperative to be retrieved by the progressives in order to
enable them to win a leading position in a moral debate. But how to learn from
the recent past, when there are so many assessments of it within the movement?
How to break through being just the prose of contemporary European politics and
to communicate our vision in a credible manner all around the globe? These
challenges are being tackled by Roger LIDDLE, Oscar LANDERRETCHE and
Cornel BAN, who write on how to benefit from Tony Judt's testament to

rediscover courage, revive passion and reach out for new dreams.
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Courage of conviction

Roger LIDDLE

"Ill Fares the Land”

Tony Judt’s brilliantly written and passionately argued last will and testament speaks to social
democrats everywhere. In this essay | would like to address Judt's central thesis: that European social
democracy has lost the moral courage of its convictions, that the way forward for the future is a
reassertion of egalitarianism in face of mounting inequalities, and that this requires an attempt to
rebuild the nation state social democracy of the post war “golden age” with a re-energised welfare
state that our national electorates can cling onto as the last best hope of addressing the growing
insecurities of a globalised world. | do this from a British, pro-European perspective of someone who
committed himself wholeheartedly to New Labour and is now trying to make a balanced assessment
of both its considerable strengths as well as its failings so that social democrats can learn the right
lessons for the future.

As British Labour party members lick our wounds after Labour's second worst defeat since 1945,

u"

Tony Judt's “cri de couer” that social democracy has lost its soul undoubtedly resonates with. Labour’s
mood is not one of anger against its government: this is not like 1970 and 1979, when Labour previously
lost office. Rather there is a quiet pride in what New Labour achieved under the Blair and Brown
Governments: saving the NHS, bringing in a national minimum wage, attacking pensioner and child
poverty, renewing the public realm, promoting equalities, leading on international development. It's
a long list of achievement, capped by the decisive action Gordon Brown took in the global crisis of

2008 to avoid a return to a 1930s Depression.

But inner pride is coupled with a sense of deep disappointment. As newly elected Labour Leader,
Tony Blair generated massive enthusiasm, not just as a man who could make Labour safe and



electable, but as someone with a vision for reform of his country that was morally appealing and
bold. He inspired the highest of hopes and made millions look at Labour afresh. That mood did not
last. It was not just that far more could have been achieved if Labour had used its huge Parliamentary
majorities for more radical purposes, but that in the end Labour completely failed to mobilize public
opinion, still less build any kind of popular movement, for a fairer, more decent society.

New Labour did proclaim a bold mission of reform in public services. It made progress in raising
standards, diversifying provision and offering choice to those who could never afford to “go private”
in education and health. However, there was no compelling narrative of social justice to offset the
steady chipping away of support that the daily grind of government brings. Rather the reverse was
true. Labour alienated the public with what the historians, David Marquand' and Peter Clarke, have
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described as a “mechanical” rather than “moral” approach to reform. New Labour in government
pushed and pulled at the Whitehall levers which its Parliamentary majorities at Westminster
supposedly gave its Ministers control over. It treated the British public services rather in the way
Gosplan hoped to transform the Soviet economy. The nostrums of new public management theory
had gained sway under the neo liberal influences of the Thatcher era. However New Labour’s whole
paraphernalia of “delivery” - with its profusion of top down targets, service standards, quasi- markets,
independent regulators, multi area agreements, specific grants and incentives and “earned autonomy”,
took faith in benevolent managerialism to a new and higher level. This was all done for the best of
motives, but ended up being counterproductive. Instead of transforming the dedication of public
employees (in a typology that the LSE's Julian Le Grand invented?) into ever more “knightly” efforts on
behalf of the public they serve, it encouraged the mentality of the “knave” in ticking boxes, playing
by the rules and working the system. Swing voters concluded that the additional billions Labour
spent on public services were frittered away in bureaucracy and waste, particularly the skilled and
white collar workers whose support Labour lost in the electorally decisive south and midlands, as
Patrick Diamond and Giles Radice explain in their Policy Network pamphlet “Southern Discomfort
Again™. The correct conclusion is not simply that New Labour failed to reform enough; but that it
lacked the ability to make a moral case for the changes in public services it was trying to bring about

and explain them in a wider context of how it wanted to transform society.

The truth of this struck me when after a gap of forty years, | re-read RH Tawney, the leading mid
twentieth century sage of British social democracy. Just reflect on this passage from “The Radical
Tradition” first published in 1949-,

Civilization is a matter not of quantity of possessions, but of quality of life. It is judged not by the output
of goods and services per head, but by the use which is made of them. A society which values public welfare
above private display; which makes the first charge on its resources the establishment for all of the conditions
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for a vigorous and self respecting existence; which gives a high place to the activities of the spirit and the
services that promote them; which holds that the most important aspect of human beings is not the external
differences of income and circumstance that divide them but the common humanity that unites them, and
which strives therefore to reduce such differences to the position of insignificance that rightly belongs to
them, such a society may be far from what it could be, but it has at least set its face towards the light.

Tawney's language may appear dated, but the moral passion he expresses speaks to the
inadequacies of our present day discourse. Yet his sentiments are more relevant today than they were
half a century ago. Gross inequalities have once again become acceptable and the excesses of
conspicuous consumption have returned: yet our economy flounders in a mountain of debt as a
result of the vain attempts to keep up of those who can ill-afford it. There is no longer an automatic
confidence that faster economic growth will deliver “well being” for those trapped in “lousy” jobs:.
The processes of individualisation (of which gender equality is a very positive subset) have advanced
in step with the idea that there is no higher purpose to our human existence than personal gratification.
While | support the idea of each individual's entitlement to self-fulfillment, we have lost any clear
conception of “the good life” and it is distinctly unfashionable in this moral relativist age to advocate
it. And in our society which is characterised by all forms of diversity, which sections of our solid
citizenry find as disturbing as liberal cosmopolitans find attractive, we need a stronger sense than

ever of what makes for our common humanity.

In the 1990s New Labour did try to articulate a new political language that was more than about
materialism and GDP. Prior to 1997 Tony Blair is remembered principally for persuading Labour to
come to terms with the market economy through his re-writing of Clause Four. But to do this, he
expressed his real convictions in terms of solidarity, partnership and community. Unlike Margaret
Thatcher he stood for something called “society” as against the creeping reach of doctrinal neo
liberalism. He even on occasion criticised excessive pay awards for privatized utility chief executives.
But despite the pre-1997 eloquence of his belief in “community”, the extent of his failure to carry this
idea through into practice is brought home by David Cameron'’s success in promoting the concept of
the “Big Society” as his big idea. In government New Labour did argue, rightly in my view, for “rights
and responsibilities”, but it was one sided in execution. As part of what was seen as the only possible
compromise between social democracy and globalization, the social obligations of big business and
the better off were never spelt out, while those of the unemployed, welfare recipient and juvenile
offender were.

| believed strongly — and still do believe - that social democracy has to work closely in partnership
with business. But it is a responsible form of capitalism that social democrats ought to foster, not
singing hymns of praise to deregulated financial markets, where Gordon Brown was equally at fault.

5 Goos and Manning, Lovely and Lousy Jobs



Of course a flourishing entrepreneurial and innovative culture
requires an acceptance of unequal incentives and an avoidance
of penal taxation, but it does not mean that wealth however
gained is legitimate. The 2008 crisis has reminded us that what
happened was far more than technical failure of regulation:
capitalism with the wrong values can result in catastrophic
market failure. Also, as Tony Giddens has argueds, our response
to climate change involves a return to planning in some form.
Having broken with Labour’s statist past, Tony Blair and Gordon
Brown proved unable to get right the necessary balance between
the market and the state. In 2008 Gordon Brown to his credit
recognized that there had to be change, even though in its attitudes to

the banks after the crisis, the government often looked uncertain as to
which way to turn, perhaps understandably given the huge conflict of
objectives it then faced. But Tony Blair appears from his memoirs even to
reject the necessary adjustment to New Labour thinking that Gordon Brown and
Peter Mandelson then made.

Tony Judt then is right: social democracy has to re-discover a more confident moral voice. But
there are risks in pitching that voice as a backward looking lament for the strong welfare states of
some presumed post war “golden age”. As a child of that golden age, with a father who was a railway
clerk and no one in the family had ever been to university, it was a good time for clever grammar
school boys to win scholarships to Oxford on a full grant. But opportunities for girls were still then
more limited. My abiding memory of school days was the children in the class who had been told by
their parents not to bother with the 11 plus, because by starting work at 15 (forget even becoming an
apprentice — that didn't earn decent money!) they could make the quickest possible contribution to
the family finances. This lack of aspiration has cost Britain dearly in talent,

Of course “post war” was a lot better for working people than “pre-war”, not just because of the
Beveridge welfare state, but because with the coming of full employment, employers had lost the
whip hand in the labour market. It became the heyday of “you've never had it so good” for the
affluent worker in the mass manufacturing society. Nevertheless the relative exigency of the UK state
pension by comparison with its Continental counterparts and the patchiness of additional occupational
pension provision, particularly among blue collar workers, meant that old age remained for many a
time of unwelcome means-testing and real hardship, especially for elderly widows. One of Gordon
Brown’s great unsung achievements as Labour Chancellor was greatly to reduce poverty in old age.

However one of the weaknesses of Tony Judt is that he fails to understand that the welfare state

6 T. Giddens, The Politics of Climate Change, Polity Cambridge 2009
7 T. Blair, A Journey, Hutchinson, London 2010
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needs much more than a post Beveridge patch-up. Social and economic change makes a fundamental
rethink inevitable. The impact of globalisation and technology on the labour market has been to
reverse the shift in the balance of power that characterized the post war years. We need much more
than nostalgia for a more comfortable past to work out how the present realities of free capital
mobility, ever more rapid technological change and mass migration can be managed to produce
better quality job opportunities and a more favourable income distribution for the bottom half of the
workforce. The Third Way response of better equipping people for change through investment in
human capital and active labour market policies is clearly not a sufficient answer to the dilemma,
even it remains a necessary one.

At the same time the welfare state faces new costly demands- not just those of greater life
expectancy and the growth in numbers of frail and vulnerable elderly, but the new social risks of
poverty such as the prevalence of relationship breakdown or the redundancy of skills, once highly
valued as for life, that now can be overtaken in mid career by technological advance or rapidly
changing consumer preferences. Without radical innovation in the way public services are delivered,
the rising costs of highly labour intensive activities will become an unsupportable drag on future
welfare state sustainability. The Achilles heel of the Nordic model could well be that rising demand
and costs come up against a tax constraint, forcing a rethink of traditional notions of entitlement and
universality. Then if Europe is serious about tackling climate change, there appears no alternative to
much higher energy prices and huge life style change, not just militating against the materialism of
the traditional social democratic attachment to better living standards for working people, but
particularly threatening to middle income families who have fled the cities for the freedoms and
security of the new outer suburbs and country towns, and a car-dependent way of life.

If social democracy is to recommit to a new offer of security for all through a re-energised welfare
state, it must find acceptable solutions to these objective realities. Not only that, it has to define a new
concept of fairness that will stand the test of public acceptability in a more fractured, diverse and
individualistic society where the public discourse is dominated by tales of scroungers, welfare cheats
and migrants jJumping the queue. For social democrats to be crystal clear what they think is fair and
unfair is not to bend the knee to media driven right wing fantasies. It is essential if popular support
for a modern welfare state is to be rebuilt. Bill Clinton recognized this truth with his notorious
soundbite that he would “end welfare as we know it”. The welfare reforms Congress eventually
implemented were harsher than Clinton himself would have wanted because they had to be
negotiated with Republican Congressional leadership. But a big regret about the New Labour years
is that Labour did promise to “think the unthinkable” about the welfare state and then backed away.
Now that in Britain the Conservative- Liberal Democrat Coalition is pressing ahead with welfare
reforms led by the former Conservative Leader, lain Duncan Smith, it would be a mistake for Labour
simply to condemn what is proposed. That would be a politically easy but mistaken course. The



challenge for Labour is to advocate a financially viable alternative reform strategy that it can argue is
genuinely fairer.

Rebuilding a new politics of the welfare state will not be easy for social democrats, but Judt is
right to set us the challenge. And Judt is also right that it will require a re-assertion of the values of the
nation state in social democratic thinking and the capacity of democratic politics at national level to
make a real difference. Globalisation does not make this impossible as the resilience of the reformed
Nordic model shows.

The welfare state was a crucial part of national pride and identity. Bismarck recognized this when
he backed the extension of social insurance in Imperial Germany. In Britain the high point of Labourism
was the post war Attlee Government which implemented the welfare state reforms that the Beveridge
Report had proposed in 1942 in the middle of wartime. The report’s publication generated enormous
popular enthusiasm. It became the most powerful symbol of a remarkable cross-class “social
patriotism” that saw victory in the war not just as defeating Nazi evil, but ensuring that the mistakes
of the inter war years were never repeated. The “guilty men” of the 1930s stood condemned for both
appeasement abroad and mass unemployment at home.

Can social democrats in Europe’s nation states build a new national progressive consensus for a
re-energised welfare state? Pessimists will argue that a welfare state consensus was much easier to
build when a society faced an existential challenge like wartime Britain or the task of reconstruction
in post war West Germany. In addition Robert Putnam’s argument has gained traction that as societies
become more diverse, ethnically and culturally, it is more difficult to maintain an ethic of solidarity.
There is also another concern that rising inequality in a world of increasing globalization detaches our
society’s elites from the daily lives of most citizens. Indeed the reference point for the elite has often
ceased to be their own country: a new global upper class is emerging. Yet the success of social
democracy has historically depended on co-opting the elite into a least a grudging willingness to
embrace reforms — accepting change in order to stay as we are.

But to accept these arguments is a counsel of despair. European societies face several existential
threats that should offer social democracy in Europe much needed opportunities for political renewal.
These threats all have their origin in the shifting global balance of power.

First, Europe needs to find a sustainable growth model for economic prosperity and social
cohesion as a result of the after-shocks of the global economic crisis of 2008, the startling rise of Asia,
and the continuing economic weakness of the United States. This can only be a more explicitly social
democratic version of the EU’s Lisbon Agenda of 2000, but combining a market liberal drive for faster
innovation with more concern for rising inequality, tighter financial regulation, stronger corporate
governance reform, and new policies for education, training and the labour market aimed not simply
at raising employment participation, but at creating better paid and better quality job opportunities



for those with lower level skills. Centre Right parties are already trying to move onto to this territory.
However they are in hock to financial market orthodoxy and lack a clear strategy for an investment
based return to growth within a disciplined fiscal framework. Their fundamental divisions between
consensus-minded practical men and women of power on the one hand, and ideologically driven
neo-liberal small-staters on the other, will create new openings for social democracy.

Secondly, while the immediate pressure for action on climate change has slackened as a result of
the recession in the developed world, the pace of Asian expansion will bring the issue back with
renewed urgency before long. The only basis for global consensus is that those who have done most
to create the problem in the first place must demonstrate the greatest willingness to change their
ways. That means principally Europe and the United States, with Europe inevitably forced to take a
lead, given the higher level of commitment in Europe to act and the dysfunctionality of US domestic
politics. That in turn will lay the basis for a renewal of Red-Green politics in Europe as social justice is
the only viable long term basis for environmental sustainability.

Thirdly, the world is becoming a more dangerous place with a high risk of nuclear proliferation as
well as the growth of religious extremism and violent reactions to Western culture. These global
power shifts and clashes of culture challenge the complacent view that the European social model is
the pinnacle so far attained of human intellectual and social achievement. This challenge provides a
powerful pressure for Europe to demonstrate an essential, but so far lacking, external unity of purpose.
Internally it requires defeating the politics of race and cultural conflict which define the new populist
parties of the Right. If the Centre Right tries to embrace this populist politics for its own electoral
gain, as it may, it will disillusion the centre ground and create new opportunities to

build new progressive alliances on the Left.

These three external pressures offer social democrats the possibility of
a comeback. But one has only to describe the opportunity in this way to
demonstrate that nation state social democracy cannot adequately
respond to these opportunities on its own. A vital and unavoidable
dimension is a new social democratic politics for the European
Union in which we share a common destiny as partners. In Britain,
although the vast majority of Labour Party members are now
instinctively pro-Europe, we have yet to incorporate the reality of
the EU into our politics and our way of thinking. In the recent
leadership election, none of the candidates presented a positive
programme for the EU, not even as an optional add-on, though it
has to be a central part of their political mission.

The reason of course is that voters in Britain — and increasingly
in other parts of the EU - don't like the EU very much. And this is even
truer of many newspaper outlets who determine our parties’ ability to
get our general political message across to the public. So we push to the
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back of our minds the enormous practical significance of our EU membership. For example in
Britain we neglect to explain to our supporters that the UK economy is wholly integrated into
the European Single Market and that any growth policy for Britain will only work properly if there
is a complementary growth policy in the rest of Europe, and especially the Euro area with which
our economic future is bound. The present conjuncture of each Member State outdoing each
other in stringency in order to gain competitive advantage for a bigger share of sluggish EU
growth is doomed to failure. More positively, we talk about building a new economic model for
Britain, or a "‘moral” economy, but if we want tighter financial regulation and new corporate
governance rules, what happens at EU level is crucial. Similarly, in order to best protect our
welfare state from spending cuts in this age of austerity, the social democratic capacity to raise
taxation without running the risk of a flight of companies overseas, could be greatly enhanced
by tax coordination at EU level and the introduction of EU wide taxes on carbon consumption
and financial transactions. And of course if we are serous about managing migration, how we
promote growth in the dismally poor — and getting poorer - parts of the EU whose citizens want
to leave — for example through the Structural Funds — and how we enforce migration controls at
the EU common border, should be matters of great British concern.

The problem is that we still play politics as if it is still a wholly national game. And of course by
exaggerating what nation states can do, and underplaying how important in reality the EU now is, in
shaping the possibilities of politics, in the long run we do politics itself, and our own legitimacy with

the voters, a great disservice. This matters a lot less for the Conservatives in Britain
because they position themselves as sceptics about Europe anyway (though in

government they will find that this stance comes up uncomfortably against
reality). But Labour takes both the electoral hit for being pro-Europe and
fails to demonstrate how a positive social democratic policy for the EU
can be. Yet Europe while never the whole answer to our current
problems and dilemmas, has to be a vital component of social
democracy’s new forward offer. Tony Judt, like many Labour
members, shows little appreciation of that.

| have written this essay from a British perspective. But the
British situation is not “sui generis”. Social democracy flounders
across Europe. 29% for British Labour in May 2010 was 23% for the
SPD in September 2009. And in Sweden, the “mansion house” of

Furopean social democracy has fallen for an unprecedented second

time to the Centre Right bloc, with right wing anti immigrant populism

rearing its ugly head and winning traditional Social Democrat votes as it
has done in so many other EU Member States.
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European social democracy has to think anew. The challenge is do what New Labour did for time

— to be electable and to inspire. The best memorial to Tony Judt would be to demonstrate how we

can do this better next time.
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Space between
dreams

(" )
Oscar LANDERRETCHE ‘ |

Dreaming of El Dorado

It is troubling to talk about the challenge of inequality and recovery of the public good that Judt
outlined for future social democrats in his final words when one is a Latin American. After all, one
speaks as a progressive who comes from the most unequal region of the world; where inequality has
profound historic roots and is deeply engraved in race; where injustice has a troubling and exhausting
persistence that has resisted the most varied and original political projects, with only the visible
exception of those (very few) countries that have sacrificed for a long and painful time their political
liberties. One is talking from a region where, in a very profound sense, social democrats, democratic
socialists and many types of revolutionaries have failed miserably time and again. That is not the case
of Europe, whatever the future challenges might be.

The reasons for this failure exceed the space of this article and probably vary from country to
country, but have one common root: the seemingly unavoidable addiction of progressive forces of
the region to political short cuts for long historical processes involving substantial collective and
individual sacrifice, slow and methodical institution building, as well as professional politics and
rigorous activism. All over the continent, the hard and exhausting work of knitting together the
construction of a more equal society with civil liberties has been usually avoided and replaced by
some rhetoric that offers a faster way, involving political drama and sometimes violence, but always
accompanied by construction of heroic symbols and personality cults. It is as if we had inherited
the "conquistadors” obsession with finding the city of gold: El Dorado; with the shortcut to power,
wealth and glory, replacing the painstaking construction of industrial productivity and economic
power. To our credit, these heroic symbols have become immensely powerful and have acquired




meaning for people all around the world. But any reader that is familiar with the history of the Latin
American left will surely agree that the power of what they represent does not really have a
concrete social effect to match their sonority. There are results, but they are few and of limited
structural consequence. This uncomfortable truth seems pervasive, accompanying the story of the
left for generations, from Juarez to Allende, from Lula to Bachelet, from Guevara to Zapata.

Recently when Alvaro Vargas Llosa was awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature we were reminded of
this: this obsession with a socialist El Dorado, which he writes of in “Historia de Mayta”. Vargas Llosa himself
is exactly the result of these failures of the Latin American left: a brilliant socialist intellectual that quite
simply got fed up with the search for El Dorado and decided to put his stock in with what he saw as a more
viable and realistic force for modernizing Latin America: democratic liberalism rather than democratic
socialism, and the free market rather than collectivist politics. Can we really blame him?

The recount of Nobel Prizes shows the region with sixteen laureates: two in medicine, two in
chemistry, five in peace, and seven in literature, no physics and no economics. It seems that we are a
civilization of poet politicians, capable of imagining the most amazing worlds but with a very limited
capability of effectively shaping the actual reality around them. This form of frustrated idealism is
something with which many like Vargas Llosa have got fed up over the years. It remains for the new
generations of Latin American social democrats and socialists to prove that in the future we will
overcome the world of rhetorical heroism into the difficult task of actually getting some structural

transformations done.

The “European Dream”

Everybody is searching for the national equivalent of the “American Dream”. It's ridiculous. | have
seen it argued for Chile and Colombia, but I'm sure that someone has come up with this for other
countries, including Europeans. It's too obvious.

The "American Dream” is of course one of the national ethos of the United States: the idea that
their society should be organized to allow any individual the possibility of achieving happiness and
success according to their merit and capabilities. Under the inspiration of the “American Dream”,
society organizes itself so that individuals can become whatever they want. The beauties and ugliness,
the power and weakness, the miseries and glories of America are inexorably tied to that cult of the
individual. The challenge of American humanists is to adapt that individualist ethos so that it is not
violent as it sometimes has become, the challenge of American progressives is that equality has a
place in the "American Dream”.

From my perspective Europe has a history that reveals a different collective ethos, a different
dream. Europe is the land of collective dreams. Europe is the place where every single possible



collective dream has been tried out, not rhetorically like in Latin America, but really. Europe has had
the most varied and complex political experiments in the history of the world for a very long time.
In fact the idea of a supranational identity that contains diverse collective (or national) political
projects can be traced back as far as Ancient Greece and can be seen nowhere else in the world.
Under the inspiration of the “European Dream’, supranational society organizes itself so that
collectives can become whatever they want, be they nations, regional identities, religions or
political groups. The beauties and ugliness, the power and weakness, the miseries and glories of
Europe are inexorably tied to that cult of the heterogeneity of collective projects, to having tried
out the most amazing ideas in practice with dead serious militancy. The challenge of European
humanists is to adapt that collectivist ethos so that it is not violent as it sometimes has become,
and the challenge of European progressives is that equality has a predominant place in the

collective projects that Europeans try out.

In his last words, in my view, Tony Judt calls out to younger generations (he says so explicitly) to
remember the “European Dream” and to remember the role of equality within it. In my view this
means, today, to adhere to the idea that supranational society (currently the EU) should be organized
to allow and induce heterogeneity of collective projects that pursue different interpretations of the
collective good. In my view Judt is calling out for the recovery of the “European Dream”, and within it
advocating for those collective projects that put equality as a collective objective. In a sense, when
Judt advocates for these things he is advocating for what in my view is the essence of European

identity.

Battle of Dreams

Latin America is the land where the two dreams have battled for some time and will continue to
do so. Judt is right to identify which one is wining at the moment. Latin America is predominantly
about economic growth right now and that inevitably brings the predominance of individuality as a
social ethos. But that has not always been so and will not always been that way. Inequality and the
lack of social mobility that it involves (@and Judt documents) inevitably will bring collective interest
back together in societies where injustice is so profound. So we will be back in collectivism pretty
soon (some countries are already there, although far from the tolerant European collectivism). The
challenge of the Latin American left may be to find a middle ground, to find a space between dreams;
and in the same way that one should adapt that American Dream to contain its more ruthless and
darwininan aspects; to understand the European dream as one of collectivism within heterogeneity,

yes, but also of reality and hard work.

If Europe dreams again. ... it will certainly help.
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Politics of Passion

B
Cornel BAN |

Social Democracy
and the Politics of Passion

Tony Judt bemoaned the current state of social democrats but did not lose faith that they could
reclaim the offensive in politics. He believed, simply, that they should start by reinventing the
economic ideas that garnered them support in the first place. This is, undoubtedly, crucial for their
political survival. One can imagine social democrats returning to an economic policy centered on the
promise of full and dignified employment. Without this promise publics that suddenly find themselves
cut off from cheap consumer credit and faced with rising prices and crumbling communitarian
traditions have little recourse but unplug their lives from democratic participation or, alternatively,
push the political spectrum further to the right.

Social democrats could also stop nodding their heads and wringing their hands over the costs of
the welfare state. It provides a guarantee of real citizenship and, with proper taxation and appropriate
levels of aggregate demand, the gloomy stories of bankruptcy need only be stories. If social democrats
would only stop agreeing with their political opponents they could, in fact, be relegated to the status
of just another set of conservative cultural artifacts.

Buta potential social-democratic resurgence requires more than taking pride in prior achievements
and using better economic ideas. While the track record of socia democrats gives them every reason
to boast their managerial skills, the recent success of the right in the middle of a severe crisis shows
that politics demand more than reasoned argument. As Judt made plain, social democrats must
relearn the old lexicon of the left - its unequivocal critique of injustice, humiliation, and lack of dignity.
Updated, this lexicon could be used to revector public anger into a progressive agenda based around
redistributionary economics rather than the politics of cultural identity.




Importantly, this reinvention should not be conceived of as a mere intellectual exercise. Social-
democratic politics was once the politics of passion. As anger grows throughout Europe and the
achievements of the welfare state are targeted one by one, this politics should be embraced again.
There is much public anger as larger and larger swathes of the population are asked to work longer,
for less pay and with less security. There is anger at growing inequalities of wealth and opportunity.
There is anger at useless university degrees and the failure of education to oil the cogs of the social
mobility. There is anger at the replacement of unionized industrial jobs with precarious low-skilled
employment. When not properly addressed, all this anger can turn into attempts to make our
societies less open and perhaps even less democratic.

The current metastasis of social injustices breeds not only anger, but also fear that things will get
worse. Could this or that hospital where you must bring your own sterilized gloves for the surgeon
and the bathroom has no running water be the future of your healthcare? Unless those with more
resources are asked to pay more for the basic costs of civilization, no managerial wisdom can allay
such fears. Unless the social contract is renegotiated on the social-democratic principle of social
citizenship, the low intensity warfare we see emerging in some of our cities can mutate in even more

widespread and uncontrollable forms.

The devaluation of the public and the exultation of the private in the eyes of the public was one
of the most destructive cultural operations of the right. Despite its success it was precisely to public
institutions that those who lost out in financial markets looked for rescue, only to cynically play
Realpolitik with the rescuers’ bonds later on. Given this, why can't the public ask for something in
return? Social democrats know that the financial markets can only continue their pifata parties on
national treasury bonds markets if they can pick up on the high deficit countries and mobilize the
misguided self-righteousness of the low deficit ones. If all of Europe would “get tough,” — act as a real
political union and provide stimulus simultaneously for the public good of Europeans, will the fear of
bond market warriors be substantiated? Just as the right plays tough in inflicting the pain of austerity
on the public, the social democrats should get tough on the mechanisms of wealth polarization that
corrode our societies and humiliate millions in putatively civilized societies.

Social democrats lost elections just as financial markets were tanking and numerous conservative
parties were moving further to the right. Moreover, the far right scored big even in such bastions of
social-democracy as Sweden and the Netherlands. Election studies specialists can quibble forever
over the details of such shifts, yet few reflexive social democrats deny that the losses were largely
anchored in the perception of the electorate that social democratic governments presided over and
even abetted the deregulation drives that made the crisis possible in the first place. As Rawi Abdelal’s
Capital Rules showed, technocrats coming from the French Socialist Party advocated more loudly for
capital account liberalization than Wall Street marauders did. Of course, conservatives were complicit
in the operation. The crucial difference is, however, that for them such deregulation constituted the
fulfillment of a promise, not the betrayal of it. Moreover, when campaigning during the crisis they did



not feel bound by norms against stirring public fears about strangers and translating anger over
economic status into the language of identity dilemmas. The result is that large chunks of the formerly
left electorate now votes right or far-right.

Faced with this situation, social democrats have two choices. The first is to surrender to the
conservative onslaught on yet another front: immigration. But even from a jaded instrumental
perspective, it is uncertain that a combination between “old" social-democracy and “new” right
discourse on migration can give social democrats a competitive edge against their opponents.
Alternatively, social democrats can reclaim an old weapon that once served them well in elections
and helped them build decent societies while in office: class. The cold war is over, Eurocommunism
is dead and the political space on the left is empty. Expanding this space does not require rocket
science given that Europe’s political anger has economic causes. Would our “downwardly mobile
middle class” (they couldn't find a sillier managerial metaphor!) be as likely to support the right if
immigration were discussed openly as a class issue rather than as a cultural one?

Yes, class categories are more fluid than they were thirty years ago. But this means neither that
they have ceased to exist, nor that the interests of progressive class coalitions cannot be re-narrated
by a social-democratic discourse taken back to the left. Moreover, when data tells us that the middle
class in many European states is being decimated and that its offspring are certain that they will do
less well than their parents, what is there to wait for? The lesson of the nineteen thirties is that class
interests are not fixed but can be redefined in situations of extreme uncertainty. Now, if ever, is the
chance for European social-democracy to undertake such redefinition around an agenda of solidarity.
Judt showed us that the old masters of social-democracy were pretty good at this. They may be
worth a visit.
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| essons for

Tony Judt wrote that social democrats all across Europe are hard-pressed to say
what they stand for. As an academic, he wanted to provoke and at the same time
to be challenged by a visionary, distinctive idea that progressives would carry on.
He demanded that social democrats show readiness to act, to disagree, to win
over their own incapacity to imagine and proclaim a different, good and ethical
society as a goal to build collectively. Judt argued that as long as this does not
happen, people in Europe will disengage more and more. That would of course
undermine legitimacy of any political decision; destroy what is still left of the
culture of parties and movements. As an impact, he feared, the existing
democratic consensus will turn to be a vacuum. These reflections are of extreme
importance as a contribution to the FEPS “Next Left” research programme. Its
chair, Alfred GUSENBAUER, who was also a personal acquaintance of Tony
Judt, uses therefore this very last Chapter to discuss “lll Fares the Land” in its role

for our common future...



Reaching beyond
our own limitations

Alfred GUSENBAUER

In his last published work, “Ill Fares the Land” Tony Judt demanded from us, social democrats, to
do better. Having delivered an overall historical analysis, pointing out our weaknesses and sins,
assessing our assets and potential, he still believed that though not ideal, we still remain better than
anything else to hand.

Perhaps his assessment was not an entirely objective one. But Judt was undoubtedly hopeful
while responding to the question on the how much life there is in social democracy, which finds itself
in critical condition. This diagnosis is proven by the subsequent election-cardiograms in Europe. But
Judt was a philosopher, a historian and an intellectual, refusing to see things within a limited cadre of
contemporary factors. He drew his conclusions on the bases of a lifelong stadium. It had its beginnings
in France and ended with reflections that went beyond the borders of Europe, bridging in his
deliberations the comments on the respective situations of progressives on the Old Continent and in
the North America.

Although Tony Judt believesin the future of social democracy, his prediction is not an unconditional
one. As a dedicated tutor, he sets a handful of challenges that social democrats need to overcome:.
And as a whole-heart devoted mentor, to which position the book surely elevates him, he outlines
the challenges, but gives no pre-fabricated answers. And this is in fact the core of his intellectual

1 TJudt, lll fares the land, Penguin Books, 2010, p. 135
2 Ibidem, p. 225
3 refer to “social democrats’, as also in his writings Judt is very strict in terms of definitions and distinctions between the respective left wing currents.



testament — having brought us to read, to analyse and to seek answers in a newly framed dialogue.
The passion of an intellectual, who critically assesses the overall conditions, who is perhaps annoyed
with all the shortcomings, but wants to keep his faith by engaging others to think beyond and aim at
a change, is the message that he sends out.

| wish that there was still a chance to reply to that call directly to Tony. | am one of those who had
an honour to meet him. The disease that Tony had been fighting and which took him away last
summer left us no chance to engage him further. Deeply regretting that he is no longer among us, |
find it most appropriate that FEPS — Foundation for European Progressive Studies decided to pay a
tribute to him by publishing a special issue of “Queries” and commemorate him through a high level
debate over the questions he posed. | am honoured to be a part of it. As Chair of the FEPS “Next Left”
research programme since June 2009, | will therefore use this opportunity to offer some of the
reflections upon the points made by Tony from the perspective of our initiative. In itself it is already a
sort of polemic, as he argued that the debates on politics within think tanks take place in an
environment, where unconventional opinion rarely finds a place and the public are largely excluded.| plan
to make 3 points (on history, on the European dimension and on social democracy itself), and | hope

that they will respond to the profound challenge of “thinking beyond our own limitations”.

Learning from our own past

Judt, being a historian himself, calls for a reflection based on understanding both the present, and
the past. He seems convinced that the certain de-rooting of social democracy is one of the reasons
why it cannot succeed in defining its own space in both public life, as well as on the political scene.
The philosophy he follows is outlined in his book in the following manner: For the Left, the absence of
a historically-buttressed narrative leaves an empty space. All that remains is politics: the politics of interest,
the politics of envy, the politics of re-election. Without idealism, politics is reduced to a form of social

accounting, to the day to day administration of men and things.s

This is a genuine truth. Knowledge of our own history equips us to comprehend the ideological
guidelines, to predict the subsequent stages of a political process and to be able to advance. Indeed,
on a theoretical level that works really well and also | must admit served us in practice, once we
inaugurated the Next Left programme having asked distinguished experts and academics to reflect
on the historical causes of the EU-wide failure of social democracy during the last European elections,
in June 2009. One would expect that after one year of debate answers would be formulated, but the

reality is more complicated than that.

I support Tony when he writes that we should learn about the past and that there is a very respectable

4 Ibidem, p. 159
51bidem, p. 142 - 143



heritage of social democracy:s | agree that we should invest more efforts in making sure that it becomes
a point of identity and pride for all our members, especially the young. We of course also owe that to
those, who step by step kept on building and strengthening the movement, bringing it to its peak,
described even by some as the Golden Era of Social Democracy. Nevertheless when considering his
statement: All political arguments need to begin with an appreciation of our relationship not only to dreams
of future betterment, but also to past achievements: our own and those of our predecessors’, | have to point
out that generating this respect for a common past on the European level is an extremely difficult
task.

The very last pan-European debate on the future of social democracy (and | admit we have had
several of them already) was related to the inauguration of the Third Way in the United Kingdom and
Neue Mitte in Germany. The division created then within the European social democratic family, still
remains a source of anger amongst some. Arguments of the past from some invoke issues of

ideological “betrayal”, while their opponents talk of "having imprisoned social democracy in old
fashioned frames”. It still returns to the debate table now. In that respect | have witnessed many

debates, which inevitably turned to a dispute on who interprets the recent history correctly.

The point | wish to make herewith is that it is high time for the European progressives to draw a
line. Certainly both sides of this disagreement are well trained to provide arguments to advocate for
their case to be a prevailing strategy. But circumstances have changed. Europe, especially during the
recent crisis, became more than ever an orientation point for the citizens. The performance of socialists
in Greece has an influence on the perception of the left wing parties during the elections in Sweden
and the Netherlands. We need to depart from that point, to conclude in a spirit of honesty what is a
painful lesson of the history of the last two decades.

| believe that it will have a crucial impact on two matters. The first manner is to self-evaluate how
we got to a stage in which we became according to Tony a ‘hybrid’s He suggests that this comes from
borrowing too many arguments from the liberals, which | would recognise as a vital point for any
further debate. Admitting having done so, seems to be more difficult among ourselves than accusing
the right wing of having stolen our rhetoric. In this light, | am also more of a supporter of what is called
‘historical strategy of perception what social democracy is".

The second manner is very close to my heart and concerns international social democracy. Just
recently, thanks to the hospitality of Watson Institute of the Brown Universitye, together with my
esteemed colleague Ricardo Lagos, we prepared a two day academic colloquium on “Next Left in
Europe and Latin America”. During this reflection round, academics from three continents (Europe,
Latin America and North America) embarked on a debate on the state of progressive movements
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worldwide. One of the key conclusions is that looking at how the left performs in the North West and
in the so called South, it is clear that the European social democracy must learn its lesson of modesty.
A new approach, truly incorporating the spirit of international solidarity, must be developed on our
side. And here, on this specific point, | would have also wished Tony Judt to elaborate more.

Europe as an opportunity for social democracy

Tony Judt wrote that being a European for purposes of self-identification is a newly acquired habit.
Within the Next Left research programme, we have concluded 4 thematic seminars on the European
level”, as well as numerous so called round tables in the respective EU member states:. Though the
mid-term review is to be released later on this year, one can already by now state that there is a strong
conviction expressed that the debate on the renewal of social democracy must bring about the
feasible change that some refer to as Europeanisation of the movement. There are several arguments
supporting this reflection, however | would like to focus on two. They are those of democracy and
the post-war economic growth paradigm.

The last European elections, from which the Next Left dates its beginnings as a research
programme, were the failure not only of social democrats but over the whole democratic process. As
Judt wrote: democratic failure transcends national boundaries:.

That is also a statement that we share within the Next Left research program. Looking at the last
European elections, it must be recognised that they showed the lowest turnout in history, being only
slightly above 40% and hence falling 20% below the attendance in 1979, resulting in the situation that
the newly elected European Parliament is the most fragmented in its history, not to mention the
relatively strong representation of populists and right wing extremists in it. Judt attributes this to
political demobilisations; a situation in which a minority elects what then can be potentially a
coincidentally chosen representation. Judt notes that the poorest are usually the ones who need the
representation most and who vote leasts. Assuming that this situation continues, it might deepen to
a level in which decisions taken by the institutions (in Brussels) will be mostly foreign to the resentful
majority of voters.

The democratic deficit can also be noticed on the national level. The result of the elections no
longer determines which party is to form a government, as shown in Sweden, Netherlands, UK, etc.
The situation of a landslide victory can only be sentimentally dreamt of. In parallel, the parties (both
on the right and on the left) are losing in terms of their membership.
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In this context, the debate on the future of social democracy and its place
in the world of politics and society is in fact the key debate within formulating
a progressive vision for the future of democracy itself. This encompasses
many other issues, such as the roles of the state and also the government.
And in the globalised reality, it shall be of a natural conclusion that the
debate should lead to redefining the European Union as a historical project
that by principle was to be democratic and social.

Deliberating on the role of the state, Tony Judt gave a lot of attention to

a challenge of re-establishing a social deal. He sees it as a necessity to
preserve the achievements of the European social model, which understood
as a welfare state, is according to Judt the most effective investment in the
future of the society. Tony does not, however, spare criticism existing practices,

exposing that ‘cradle to grave’ and ‘one fits all’ practices have not always proven
to be the most sustainable and efficient ones. | agree with Tony on many of the
points he makes. But what | believe we need to focus on is in fact not only the
preservation of principles such as universalism or fair redistribution but above all what
the new socio-economic paradigm is supposed to be about.

The predictions of the post-crisis situations make it plain that the post-war model that was

based on generating growth is no longer going to be sustained in the way we used to know it.

Europe no longer contributes to the world's GDP as much as it used to, which may also mean a shift

of its position in comparison to the places taken now on the world's emerging powers i.e. China or
India.

Realising this, means that social democracy needs to urgently rethink its vision of social and
economic policies. | strongly believe that it should guard equality as the leading principle in this
process. This historical reflection will have an impact on all the elements of our programmes, and
most likely, as Judt wished us to do, will in fact require redefining the core pillars of our agenda.

Taking into account the progress in European integration, especially in terms of the economic
policies, it is only natural that such a reflection must be done in a European context. It will mean, that
the agenda of Social Europe will need revising, as it is no longer the case that we can advocate for our
space in the European policy sphere in a credible manner stating that what we want in principle is to
make sure that economic growth generated by European integration translates to the improving living and
working conditions. That is a genuine good principle, but in our times may not be good enough for
the people to believe in and support.

We must also respond to the question of what kind of a European society we want and how we,
as social democrats, want to build it. In the times of fear and anxiety, when people doubt the
sustainability of solutions that are in place, when there is no clear answer on what the value of labour



is, this is naturally a challenging mission. As Tony wrote, social democrats particularly experience a
great difficulty in imagining a different sort of society:.

Renewing social democracy

Despite believing in the future of social democracy, Tony Judt has not spared it same words of
severe criticism. It called it unable to conceive alternativesr, defensive and apologeticr. He wrote that we
have nothing distinctive to offer.

Indeed, social democracy is under pressure to renew or resign. It is not yet another moment,
when this is only a temporary loss and the electoral results curfew will bounce back in our favour on
its own. There are three levels on which the reflections must take place.

First of all, there is an ideological backbone of ours to rethink under the pressure of the
contemporary reality, in which terms such as i.e. equality require redefinition — due to new and
deepening inequalities arising>. It has to reintegrate its policies in this new, hopefully credible
ideological spirit.

Secondly, there is the question of tge movement to reconsider. Tony believed that these are no
longer the times of the political movements, and that we unite only sporadically in the name of one
or another cause». | would say that the meaning of terms such as ‘political movement’ or ‘progressive
alliance” must be re-though, to see if he was right. At the same time there must be a discussion on
what it actually means to be a member, or part of such a movement — and how to bring back what
Judt called ‘a self-gratifying’ feeling of each particular, who engages for the common cause.

Thirdly, we must revise how we communicate our policies and who we are. As mentioned before,
Tony was writing about the apologetic character of social democracy in the way it appears in front of
the public. From the studies that we concluded there is in fact a paradox, that parallel to being
defensive, social democracy gained certain arrogance in the way it approaches politics, matters, and
voters. It got used to being a party of power or influencing power via mechanisms available to
oppositions. It lives with the illusions of the past, among memories of what used to be its ‘traditional
partners’, while the points of identity it refers to are no longer to be clearly defined i.e. for women
movements, young people, migrants. It got accustomed to speak on behalf of some of the groups,
while studies prove that a core electorate is as such a reference of the past. Through historical
reflection, through acknowledging its position and chances in Europe, to its own core of nowadays
— a lesson of modesty and respect of one another and of the others is there to be learnt for all of us.
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In one of the very last interviews, which Tony Judt gave to Neue Gesellschaft / Frankfurter Heft,
he said: We need a double folded strategy: serious intellectual conversation, especially with the younger
generation on the arts of politics and the language of it — and the theoretical guidelines, which a newly re-
woken social democracy could realise. And this is a mission for people like us. Afterwards there should be a
political action — maybe on the level of the new political parties — so that we would have a vehicle, through
which all these ideas with enthusiasm and credibility could be transmitted. Before this is reached (we) will

continue loosing, even if we gain in some elections®.

Within the Next Left Research Programme we try our best to respond to this call, preserving in
our grateful memory all the thoughts and questions he left us with so that they could be continued..
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@D Queries

What comes before, what comes next

Once the first issue of the scientific magazine by the Foundation of European Progressive
Studies was being prepared in February 2010, the title “Queries” was chosen. Since then
it has served as a guideline in selecting themes and articles that pose the most crucial
questions and can stimulate an intellectual debate. Hence, it comes with no surprise that
this magazine was selected as the most appropriate way to commemorate late Tony Judt
and his work.

As Ernst STETTER, FEPS Secretary General wrote in his opening text; especially the last
book of Tony Judt, “lll Fares the Land”, poses an extraordinary challenge. This very particular
intellectual testament of an outstanding academic and universalist socialistencompasses
a fair, though bitter, assessment of today’s world. It touches upon the mission that a
renewed social democracy must embark upon in order to reverse the negative processes
corroding our societies, through respecting all the achievements of past generations
and being optimistic about the chances for the progressives to succeed in the future.
This motivated the title of this issue: “What comes before, what comes NEXT”.

This issue is divided into four chapters. The first one, “In memoriam” presents Tony Judt
as an exceptional personality, a brilliant scholar and a forward thinker. This very personal
portrait is made complete with contributions referring to his academic work and bridges
with what inspired him both in his youth and during his later years. The second chapter,
“Stimulus to dialogue” picks up from the message that “lll Fares the Land” leaves us
with: a challenge to enter into polemics and develop new arguments that could advance
and accelerate the debate on the state of social democracy. The third Chapter, “Courage
for Change”, responds directly to Judt’s call: the process the progressives are in is a
historical one, in which fairness is needed to learn from the past and the audacity of
idealism is needed to design and communicate a vision for the future. Finally, the last
chapter, “Lessons for the Next Left”, is where Alfred GUSENBAUER, Chair of the Next
Left research programme, links the reflections of Tony Judt and the current on-going
pan-European debate on the renewal of social democracy.

The message of Tony Judt was to follow a double folded strategy: on one side carry on a
serious intellectual conversation, on the other rebuild the strength of social democracy
as a political being. This issue of “Queries” responds to that call. It remains its hope that
the readers will follow — and whose comments are always awaited and warmly welcome!



