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Introduction

Alan Granadino
Sergio Molina

Fifty years have passed since the democratic transitions in Southern Europe helped create a more politically homogeneous Western Europe. In 1974, the right-wing dictatorships in Portugal and Greece came to an end, and in 1975, the death of Francisco Franco opened the way for a political transition in Spain. By 1977, democracy had been established in all three countries, and they placed their hopes for economic modernization and democratic consolidation in the European Community (EC). Greece joined the EC in 1981, followed by Spain and Portugal in 1986. The socialist parties of these countries –the Partido Socialista Obrero Español (PSOE), the Partido Socialista (PS) and the Panellínio Sosialistikó Kínima (PASOK)– came to power in these years and played a key role in this period of political normalization.
 
The presence of socialist parties in government was part of a broader pattern across Southern Europe, as the French Parti Socialiste (PSF) and Italian Partito Socialista Italiano (PSI) also came to power in the 1980s, precisely when Northern European social democrats were generally in decline. These parties had to govern and attempt to implement their socialist agenda in an international context profoundly changed by the erosion of détente and the decline of social democratic hegemony across Europe: the 1980s witnessed renewed Cold War tensions and eventually the end of the Cold War, a shift in economic paradigms from Keynesianism to neoliberalism, and a transformation in the understanding of democracy, from a postwar, representative model to one centred on individual freedom and human rights.1

Although these parties have diverse historical trajectories, their similar political paths from the 1970s to the 1990s make them interesting objects of study. In this book we adopt a historical perspective to examine the Southern European Socialist parties as a group during these decades. We use the term Southern European socialism to refer to the socialist parties of France, Spain, Portugal, Italy and Greece for two reasons. First, because this is how these parties identified themselves in the 1970s and 1980s. Beginning in 1974, under the initiative of the French PSF, these parties sought to strengthen their international profile by promoting an ideological trend within the Socialist International (SI) known as Southern European socialism.2 Between 1975 and 1982, several informal meetings and international conferences were held among these parties (occasionally joined by others, such as the Belgian Socialist Party) where this label was used.3 This is a reason to use this concept, but it does not mean that we adopt it uncritically. As is evident, the use of this concept was not exclusively tied to geography (it is debatable whether France and Belgium qualify as Southern European countries) but also to identity, political strategy and tactics.

The second reason is that, despite their differences, the countries these parties represented shared similar characteristics and challenges, as acknowledged by the parties themselves, making it analytically useful to treat them as a group. In all these countries, social inequalities were greater than in Central and Northern Europe, the political right was more authoritarian and potentially reactionary, and industrial development was generally lower (except in parts of France and northern Italy). The working class was divided between socialist and communist camps, with communists holding greater influence in trade unions. Additionally, Catholicism had a strong impact on politics and culture in all these countries except Greece. Compared to social democratic parties elsewhere in Western Europe, these parties had virtually no governmental experience since the 1940s. Furthermore, all Southern European countries faced common security challenges in the Mediterranean and, despite the opportunities brought by Greece, Spain and Portugal’s entry into the European Community, they also competed economically, particularly in the agricultural sector.

Thus, although the usefulness of grouping these countries together has been questioned by several authors (especially over the past decade, when the economic crisis affecting the region led to an overuse of the concept of Southern Europe, often with little analytical rigor),4 we find it valuable to focus on and compare the parties of this region from a historical perspective, as they have often been sidelined in mainstream narratives about the development of social democracy since the 1970s. Far from attempting to provide a fixed definition of the concept, our aim is to acknowledge that contemporaries used it and to employ it heuristically as a tool for aggregating and comparing the experiences of parties that, during this period, shared similar trajectories, maintained close interactions and moved from a peripheral position within the international socialist family to a more influential one.

The chronological scope of this book spans from the early 1970s to the early 1990s. In the mid-1970s, Portugal, Greece and Spain transitioned from dictatorships to democracies. At the same time, important developments were unfolding at the international level. Notably, the Cold War had reached the peak of détente. These years also witnessed the first major international economic crisis of the postwar era. The easing of superpower tensions in the early 1970s, combined with the uncertainties brought about by economic turmoil, created space for ideological innovation, particularly in Western Europe.

This opening gave rise to a wave of political and ideological experimentation. The emergence of the New Left, the rise of Eurocommunism and the radicalization of the programs of major European social democratic parties and their youth sections all reflected the changing political and ideological climate of the time.

Social democratic parties responded to this climate in various ways, but a general trend towards more ambitious and transformative agendas was evident. The British and the Dutch labour parties, the Swedish and Finnish Social Democratic parties, as well as the French, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, Belgian and Greek socialist parties, all adopted significantly more left-leaning programs.5 They advocated for nationalizing companies, promoting grassroots democracy and even breaking with capitalism. This programmatic shift occurred in the first half of the 1970s, driven not only by the economic crisis and the relaxation of superpower confrontation but also by new social, political and cultural dynamics. The rise of anti-authoritarian movements, the political awakening of youth since 1968, the emergence of women’s movements, demands for a fairer distribution of wealth and for a new international economic order from the Third World, and the emergence of Eurocommunism all contributed to this radicalization.

Southern Europe emerged from its political ostracism in this context, playing an important, if indirect, role in the ideological and political developments described above. The transitions to democracy in Spain and Greece, and particularly the Portuguese Revolution (the last revolution in Europe carried out in the name of socialism), became key moments of political experimentation. They ignited the imagination of the European left while also exposing the limits of the new programmes adopted by the centre-left in Western Europe.6

However, both national and international factors contributed to narrowing the possibilities for political innovation in Southern Europe. Domestically, historical legacies of anti-communism, the lack of unity among leftist forces, the resistance of political and economic elites, and institutional constraints (such as the influence of the military) limited the space for change.

At the international level, Cold War dynamics and their impact on the southern flank of the Atlantic Alliance shaped the political trajectories of the region. Despite détente, superpower rivalry in the Mediterranean intensified, especially after the Yom Kippur War. Greek-Turkish tensions and the Cyprus crisis further escalated instability, culminating in Greece’s withdrawal from NATO’s military command structure. Amid this volatile backdrop, the democratic transitions in Southern Europe introduced additional uncertainty. With regional instability threatening détente and the United States constrained in its ability to intervene, key Western European countries, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany, France and the UK, launched various political and economic initiatives to prevent further destabilization.7

Thus, the radical swing of European socialist and social democratic parties in the 1970s was short-lived, especially in Southern Europe. The initial period of openness was soon followed by a phase in which the opportunities for political and ideological innovation began to close. By the late 1970s and early 1980s, Keynesian policies appeared ineffective in addressing stagflation. The liberalization of financial markets and the growth of capital mobility constrained governments’ ability to pursue socially oriented economic policies. Meanwhile, social changes in industrialized Western countries, along with the gradual decline of the working class and trade unions, eroded the traditional constituency of social democratic parties. On top of this, the ideological offensive led by neoliberal advocates succeeded in setting the political agenda, directly opposing social democratic policies. This forced social democracy onto the defensive.

It was precisely in this context that the socialist parties of Southern Europe came to power: the French PS and the Greek PASOK in 1981, the Spanish PSOE in 1982, the Portuguese PS in 1983 and the Italian PSI, which had been part of government since 1980, with Benedetto Craxi becoming prime minister in 1983.

Despite the significance of these parties’ experiences during these decades, academic literature on social democracy has paid them little attention. In fact, narratives about the transformation of social democracy in this period have been heavily influenced by the developments of the LP and the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (SPD), which is understandable given their political prominence. Based on the experiences of these and other key Central and Nordic European social democratic formations, scholars have often conceptualized European social democracy as a relatively homogeneous group. As an example, in his influential book In the Name of Social Democracy, Gerassimos Moschonas focuses primarily on the parties of Central and Northern Europe in pursuit of a ‘conceptual homogenization’ and an explanation of the logic and actions of social democracy ‘in its entirety’.8 To be fair, Moschonas acknowledges the heterogeneity within this ideological family. However, this example illustrates a broader tendency to overlook the development of many socialist and social democratic parties that do not conform to the idealized model of social democracy, most notably those of Southern Europe.9 We argue that furthering our knowledge on how, when and where the evolution of social democracy happened is essential for refining the dominant narrative and for providing a more nuanced, empirically grounded foundation for interpreting the history of this ideological family.

Whenever the socialist parties of Southern Europe have been analysed, they have often been portrayed as anomalies within the postwar European social democratic family: politically more radical than their Northern counterparts, yet structurally weaker. Regarding the 1980s, they have frequently been depicted as early forerunners in introducing neoliberal economic policies within the social democratic tradition.

Social scientists, such as James Petras, were among the first to study the trajectory of these parties. Petras’ research primarily highlighted the sharp shift to the right that these parties underwent, emphasizing the contrast between their leftist rhetoric and ideology in the 1970s and their later adoption of right-wing economic policies.10 He attributed this shift to the constraints of the nation-state, which made it difficult for these parties to respond differently to the increasing mobility of capital. Moreover, the presence of economists trained in neoclassical economics within socialist governments, combined with pressures stemming from European integration, further reinforced this transformation. These latter points have been more recently substantiated by Ban Cornel in his study of the adoption of neoliberalism in Spain and Romania. He also highlights that support and guidance from German social democrats played an important role in promoting an ordoliberal approach to economic policy within the PSOE leadership.11

Other major works on these parties, such as those by Tom Gallagher and Allan Williams, generally align with the perspective mentioned above, though they offer a less critical analysis. These scholars focus more on how the parties adapted to the complexities of governance and recalibrated their electoral strategies.12 By contrast, Salvador Giner provides a broader socio-historical perspective, situating the actions of these parties within the distinctive historical legacies and structural conditions of Southern Europe, including significant social inequalities and uneven economic development. In this context, Giner argues that these parties functioned less as promoters of a socialist agenda and more as agents of modernization in their respective countries.13 In a similar vein to the two previous approaches, Pascal Delwit and Paul Alliès, in a 2007 special issue of the journal Pôle Sud on social democracy in Southern Europe, examined the organizational efficiency of these parties, as well as the political and socio-economic contexts in which they operated.14

All these works conducted by social scientists have primarily focused on the economic policies of these parties, as well as their electoral strategies and performance. However, the ideological development of these parties – and their ideas and policies in areas beyond the economic sphere – remains under-researched. This dimension is essential to fully understand how and to what extent ideological shifts occurred during the 1970s and 1980s, how these shifts were rationalized, which elements of their ideologies changed or remained stable, and what key factors drove these transformations.

The aim of this book, therefore, is to contribute to a better understanding of these questions. We argue that the political and ideological developments of these parties – their internal and transnational debates, as well as their international projections – are highly relevant to the history of European social democracy and the broader contemporary history of Europe. Specifically, we examine how these parties approached, debated and responded to key issues such as socialist ideological development, the relationship between European security and NATO, relations with the Third World and the projection of social democracy in what we would now refer to as the Global South.

In the first chapter, Antonio Moreno and Carlos Sanz reconceptualize the term Southern Europe and frame it in the complex context of the long 1970s, the great upsurge of the 1980s and the neoliberal transformations of the 1990s. All of this is an essential starting point for understanding the changes and continuities in the socialist parties of southern Europe. After this first introductory chapter, the second study attempts to connect Central European social democracy with Southern Europe. Antonio Muñoz analyses the transnational socialist party cooperation that enabled Iberian socialists to receive support from German social democracy. The SPD, through the Ebert Stiftung, was committed to supporting the socialist parties in Spain and Portugal, and to a lesser extent their trade unions. However, as Muñoz shows, such collaboration was more related to realpolitik than to the existence of international socialist diplomacy. The SPD and Willy Brandt’s government were interested in ensuring that the political transitions and the consolidation of democracies in the Iberian countries were carried out by moderate forces, such as the PSOE and the Partido Socialista Popular (PSP), thus avoiding the influence of the Communists, as had happened in the Portuguese Carnation Revolution in 1974.

Following this connection between Southern European socialism and Central European social democracy is a block of chapters (4–8) that analyse the ideological evolutions of Southern European socialist parties. As the reader will see, the socialist political organizations in Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy followed similar dynamics, even though each of them responded to a different national context. Nevertheless, it is this evolution that makes it possible, as shown in the first part of the introduction, to analyse southern European socialism as a whole and as a counterpoint to the social democracies of central and northern Europe. The socialist forces moderated their programmes and moved towards more pragmatic visions, less ideological and closer to social democracy, albeit with their own characteristics. In this sense, the influence of the SPD was a relevant factor that helps to understand this trend towards moderation. It should not be forgotten that these programmes were structured in the context of the economic crisis that led to a questioning of the welfare state and a rise in neoliberal theories that would triumph in the 1990s. All of this meant that the social democratic ideas they were trying to implement were nuanced, as the context was not that of the growth of the Glorious Thirties in which the Nordic and German socialists had triumphed but rather one of economic stagnation and rising unemployment.

In Chapter 4, Juan Andrade traces how the PSOE evolved from a radical programme in the 1970s – shaped by the struggle against Franco’s dictatorship, the rise of a new generation of leaders such as Felipe González, and the influence of socialist movements in Latin America – to a more moderate stance from 1979 onwards, marked by the party’s abandonment of Marxism. However, as the chapter demonstrates, this renunciation was largely symbolic, since the PSOE had never fully embraced a Marxist conception of politics. This facilitated its transition into a mainstream social democratic force. From that point on, the party developed an ideology centred on democracy and the modernization of Spain, adopting a pragmatic approach with limited ideological depth.

This view of the PSOE’s ideological transition during Spain’s democratization is complemented in the following chapter by an analysis of the second major shift the party underwent in that period. As Alan Granadino demonstrates, while the PSOE formally abandoned Marxism in the late 1970s, it was in the early 1980s that the party significantly changed its stance on national security and Spain’s membership in NATO. From 1976 to 1981, the PSOE firmly opposed Spain’s entry into NATO, reinforcing the association between NATO and militarism, and between neutrality and peace. Their discourse drew heavily on the example of Nordic socialist governments, reflecting transnational connections among European socialists. However, following Spain’s accession to NATO in 1981, the PSOE’s criticism of the alliance gradually diminished. By 1984, the party had officially changed its position, articulating a more favourable view in a published Decalogue advocating continued membership.

This evolution paralleled a broader reorientation of the PSOE’s vision of the European Community. In the mid-1970s, Europe was seen as a beacon of democracy and a potential framework for achieving democratic socialism. Yet, between 1979 and 1980, this optimistic view began to fade. Europe was subsequently reimagined as a ‘third way’ or a vehicle for promoting international peace. Nevertheless, Spain’s NATO membership, the PSOE’s endorsement of the Atlantic Alliance, and the abandonment of neutralist foreign policy rendered this vision of Europe as a neutralist ‘third way’ obsolete.

In Chapter 6, David Castaño examines the Portuguese case. During the 1960s, the Portuguese Socialist Association – which would later become the Portuguese Socialist Party – radicalized its discourse as part of its resistance to the dictatorship. In its rhetoric, the party sought to align itself with Marxism, openly criticized social democracy and attempted to build alliances with the Portuguese Communist Party (PCP). At the time, the PCP held a dominant position on the left, a pattern common among communist parties across much of Southern Europe. This strategy brought the PS closer to the approach taken by Mitterrand’s French Socialists, who were similarly exploring the prospects of a joint program with the communists. Despite its unorthodox vision of socialism, PS received support from the Socialist International (SI), which was largely dominated by the social democratic currents that the PS had previously criticized. After Mário Soares came to power with the PS, a gradual shift in the party’s ideological foundations began. Between then and 1979, the PS continued to publicly distance itself from social democracy, even as its political practice became increasingly moderate and pragmatic. In 1979, however, Soares publicly acknowledged the party’s ideological transformation, a shift that culminated in the formal abandonment of Marxism from its doctrinal foundation in 1986.

In Chapter 7, Lykourgos Kourkouvelas analyses a similar trajectory for Greek socialism. In this case, special attention is paid to Papandreou’s intellectual and ideological evolution, as he led PASOK in the whole period analysed in this book. In the 1970s, he constructed a discourse with two main axes. Nationalism, an element that hardly stood out in the rest of Europe, and Marxism. The latter led to dialectical tensions with the United States (over security and NATO issues), with the EEC and with European social democratic parties, which he accused of being complicit with capitalism. After the radical programme of the 1960s and early 1970s, from 1977, when PASOK became the main opposition force, a transformation of its ideological corpus began. Papandreou and a significant part of PASOK realized that to become an alternative to power, they needed to moderate their message. The democratic context of the time, as well as the context of the Cold War, was more conducive to the development of social democratic ideas than to the expansion of Marxism.

The following chapter focuses on understanding the ideological transformation of the PSI. This country, although not emerging from a dictatorship like the previous ones, also underwent an evolution similar to Spain, Portugal and Greece. The PSI built up its party identity in the 1950s and 1960s. In those decades, the PSI was caught between the Communist Party of Italy (PCI) and Christian Democracy (DC). In the 1950s, it tried to dissociate itself from the Communists in order to find its own space, and this brought it closer to the DC. As a result, it ended up squeezed between the two forces with no room for growth. Michele di Donato analyses how this situation changed with the arrival of Benedetto Craxi in 1976. At that time, a new moderate discourse was constructed, far removed from Marxism, which allowed it to increase its connection with European social democracy and distance itself from the PC. They even began to develop the idea of Eurosocialism as an alternative to Eurocommunism. All this helped them to build an image of modernity that allowed them to come to power. Once in government, as in all other cases, they went on to support NATO and defend the EEC.

Chapters 9 and 10 focus on French socialism and its international projections on two issues that became very relevant in the 1970s and 1980s. Matthieu Trouvé shows the interest that the French Socialist Party, and especially François Mitterrand, took in Latin American politics from his time as opposition leader in the 1970s. As the author shows, until then, there had been no interest in the continent in France. However, a confluence of different factors led to a growing desire in French socialism to establish more links with a continent that had been forgotten in French politics. In the midst of the Cold War, Latin America had become a political laboratory, and the Socialist Party, like the Socialist International (Chapter 11), understood that it had to get closer to the different political movements in the Americas and thus prevent its influence from being reduced to the binary logic of capitalism-communism. Moreover, this rapprochement of French socialism with Latin American politics would allow them to increase their international projection, strengthen the Third Worldist vision they were trying to promote and, furthermore, construct an argument against the government of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing and its inaction in the face of the rise of dictatorships that did not respect citizens’ rights. As Professor Trouvé shows, this approach was carried out through four actions: they included experts on Latin America in the party’s cabinets; they published reports and books on Latin American issues; they scheduled trips (especially by Mitterrand) to the continent; and they promoted events against the new Latin American dictatorships, such as those in Chile and Argentina.

In 1981, François Mitterrand came to power. At that time, the Cold War was reaching one of its most tense moments, and most European countries focused their international policies on security issues. France, as one of Europe’s major powers and also as a Mediterranean country, devoted much effort to these debates. Nicolas Badalassi, in Chapter 10, analyses the French vision of security, highlighting two issues. First, he shows the reasons that facilitated the understanding that existed among southern European socialist leaders on Mediterranean security policy issues. François Mitterrand, Felipe González and Benedetto Craxi converged on certain issues. However, as the author shows, these agreements were related to shared geopolitical interests in the framework of the Cold War and not to the existence of a socialist diplomacy of these three countries. In fact, the very security policy implemented by Mitterrand was a continuation of that of previous governments and not one based on the socialist ideological corpus. Secondly, it sets out the evolution of socialist security concerns. For much of the 1980s, the main fear was linked to the Cold War. However, the Soviet crisis at the end of the 1980s caused France to shift its security priorities. Disarmament and Mediterranean policy ceased to be of interest, and the main concern was related to international terrorism.

The last contribution of the book transcends national frameworks and focuses on the study of the Socialist International (SI). As Luciana Fazio’s chapter makes clear, European socialist parties, despite their differences, worked together through this transnational organization. The SI provided a forum for ideological debate and a meeting point for socialists from all over Europe. In order to understand the evolution of socialist parties, it is therefore necessary to pay attention to this organization, as Professor Fazio does. The research analyses the change of direction that took place in the SI in the mid-1970s. Following Willy Brandt’s arrival as General Secretary of the organization, the SI tried to overcome the organization’s traditional Eurocentrism and sought to be more relevant worldwide. This new vision allowed them to work on three closely interrelated issues. Firstly, to start working beyond the borders of the old continent. To this end, special emphasis was placed on Latin America thanks, as the research shows, to the initiatives of Felipe González and Benedetto Craxi and also the new vision of French socialism analysed by Matthieu Trouvé inChapter 9. Secondly, and linked to the above, this greater proximity to Latin America allowed them to increase their criticism of coups d’état and new dictatorships in the context of the Cold War. The Chilean and Argentinean cases are some of the best-known examples. Thirdly and finally, the SI increased its efforts towards third-world cooperation as another way of showing its solidarity beyond Western countries.

***

This book has sought to incorporate these parties into the general narrative of European social democracy and European history itself. As has been shown, all these parties played an essential role in their respective countries and also in the conception of Europe itself. The reading of all the chapters of the collective work provides a general and transnational overview of the evolution of the socialist parties in the midst of the Cold War, based on the consultation of primary sources from various national and international archives, as well as their contrast with the historiography on this subject. In short, the book aims to give visibility to the connections and relevance of social democratic parties in the last decades of the twentieth century.

The initiative for this book came out of the workshop Southern European Socialism from the 1970s to the 1990s: European integration, security and transnational relations held in Madrid in May 2023. The reflections resulting from the debate at that meeting were the basis for this collective book. As coordinators, we would like to express our sincere and heartfelt thanks to all the participants in the workshop and to the authors who have made the effort to contribute to this collective book. We would also like to acknowledge the support received by the Spanish national research projects ‘European construction from the South. De la ampliación mediterránea a la ampliación al norte (1986–1995): los contornos de la europeización en perspectiva comparada’, and ‘El poder y la influencia de España en Europa: un análisis histórico (1986–2004)’, whose PIs are Antonio Moreno Juste and Carlos Sanz Díaz. Thank you for all your help, trust and collaboration. Special mention should also be made of the other institutions that supported the workshop, including the Fundación Felipe González, the Institut François Mitterrand and the Instituto Universitario Ortega-Marañón. We would also like to thank the Jean Monnet Chair Historia de Europa y de la Integración Europea (HISTEU), whose PI is Carlos Sanz Díaz, the University of Castilla La Mancha (UCLM) and the Ramón y Cajal program for their support of the publication of this book and for making its Open Access publication possible. This publication is part of the grant RYC2023-045927-I, funded by MCIU/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and by FSE+. Last but not least, special thanks also go to Bloomsbury Publishers for their confidence in this project.
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Challenges and opportunities for Southern Europe in the Long Seventies

Antonio Moreno Juste* Carlos Sanz Díaz

If we agree that the decades of the 1970s and 1980s – what we typically call the ‘long seventies’ – can be understood in relation to three key events,1 one of global geopolitical significance that brought that era to an end (namely, the fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November 1989) and another, a decidedly European event that anticipated the great social, cultural and political transformations in the years that followed (namely, May 1968), and if we add the impact of the economic crisis of the 1970s along with the transformations triggered by the exhaustion of the postwar European growth model, then its corollary might be this: Those years – especially when considering both the more than thirty years that have since passed and the contemporary notion, already evident at the time, of an era marked by an accelerated pace of historical change due to the political, social and economic transformations that would come to shape the continent – elicited enormous expectations that ultimately failed to materialize as one might expect during a period of transformation and crisis.2 They were, in a way, a dawn without a noon. This is even more striking when we consider that today Europe – and especially since the Great Recession – is more unequal than it was in 1970.3

The Old Continent was expected to contribute to building a more just international order through the development of what came to be known as the ‘Postwar European model’.4 Internally, it aimed to create a democratic and solidarity-driven Europe that would dissolve North-South and East-West divisions and borders. However, much like in Dickens’ novel, these great expectations never fully materialized – or at least, not to the extent that was envisioned during those years of Euro-optimism or, more explicitly, EU-phoria.

Seen from today’s perspective, it is undeniable that those years have become central to some of the main debates surrounding the crisis of narratives about European history, for a variety of reasons, including possible analogies with the present situation.5

Certainly, from the métier d’historien, the construction of narratives is shaped by the debates that take place in the public sphere, which, in turn, are influenced by the issues of each era. These issues determine research agendas, and European history, as well as the history of European integration, is no exception.6 The context of the past two decades, marked by a sense of polycrisis affecting Europe, has led to a shift in the study of Europe’s recent past.7 Today, the focus tends to be on identifying the causes and origins of the European project’s current problems. This contrasts with the historiographical approaches of the 1990s, which were more centred on the process of European integration itself.8 Undoubtedly, perceptions of European integration have changed significantly in relation to the broader history of Europe since the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, now viewed from the perspective of its thirtieth anniversary.

Thus, the history of Europe and European integration has been continuously constructed and reconstructed, adapting research approaches and agendas since the 1970s. The ‘success story’ – as officially presented by European institutions since the 1970s – appears to have been disrupted when viewed from the perspective of the past fifteen years. The Euro crisis, the Great Recession, and their consequences9 – particularly the return of inequality and distrust among Europeans – have overshadowed the achievements of the postwar model in previous decades.10

In fact, even if the postwar European narrative may seem outdated today, authors such as Konrad H. Jarausch and Luuk van Middelaar, in their recent works, argue against the grim predictions of the European Union’s decline.11 They counter the idea that the EU is inevitably doomed in the face of polycrisis, far-right populism and anti-European rhetoric in Eastern Europe, as well as the military threat posed by Russia – a threat that has now materialized with the war in Ukraine. Similar perspectives can be found in the analyses of Ivan Krastev12 and the assessments of Ian Kershaw.13

Moreover, as Philipp Ther would argue, it is crucial to consider the consequences of the Western capitalist effort – and particularly that of Western Europe – to reshape Eastern Europe in its own image after the fall of the Berlin Wall. This process, in turn, ended up reshaping Western Europe itself, accelerating the pace and scope of neoliberal reforms, particularly in reunified Germany.14

In what follows, we will analyse this long period from three perspectives. First, the legacy of the long seventies in Western Europe; second, the concept of Southern Europe in relation to European integration; and third, the challenges and opportunities faced by the countries of Southern Europe as member states of the European Communities during a time when socialist parties were generally in power across the region.

Western Europe and the legacy of the Long Seventies

One of the first things that stands out when examining the 1980s – especially if we accept the convention of structuring time into meaningful decades – is that they have long been considered a ‘lost decade’. They are often seen as wedged between the ‘Long Seventies’, marked in Europe by crisis and disillusionment following the utopian flourishing of the 1960s,15 and the 1990s – a decade that, beginning in 1989, was freed from the dynamics of the Cold War and shaped by the triumph of the Western model.16

In fact, the problematic identity of the 1980s as a distinct historical period has been reflected in periodizations that tend to dissolve them into a broader timeframe. This is often the case in major historical syntheses of twentieth-century Europe, where the period is framed within a longer historical arc stretching from 1968–73 to 1989–91.17

It is true that the 1970s and 1980s – taken together – can to some extent be considered a turning point in European history, forming the historical matrix of our present time. This period is associated with the end of the economic ‘boom’ of the Thirty Glorious Years, the beginning of the ‘Thirty Painful Years’ and the final throes of the Cold War.

However, identifying the distinctive features of the 1980s requires specific interpretative frameworks while avoiding two pitfalls. The first is to conceive of the decade merely as a transitional phase between historical periods. The second is to interpret the decade solely in light of the events of 1989–91, engaging in a retrospective rationalization of the triumphal march of the West and neoliberalism in the final battle of the Cold War on European soil.18

In this regard, three distinct images can be identified. The first depicts the 1980s as a period of necessary neoliberal reorientation, temporarily hindered by trade union and social democratic resistance.19 The second presents the decade as one of social unrest, individualism and religiously inspired conservatism, trends that reacted against the progressive rationality and consensus of the previous period. The third portrays it as an era of left-wing influence, social democratic predominance and a general spirit of reform.

As a corollary, it can be concluded that the ‘Long Seventies’ emerge as a period of radical change that begins around 1966–7. These transformations were then halted in the early 1970s by a growing conservative reaction that gained strength in a context of economic recession and social discontent. The second half of the 1970s was marked by political and ideological stagnation, a deadlock between reformist and conservative tendencies. The defining features of the period then began to fade, precisely as neoliberalism triumphed across most Western countries.20

This dynamic was rooted in the acceleration of internationalization and economic interdependence during the 1970s, aptly captured by the term ‘shock of the global’.21 These developments profoundly transformed the functioning of postwar capitalism in the West. The crisis of the Fordist accumulation regime ushered in a new era – one dominated by finance. On both sides of the Iron Curtain, Europe was particularly affected by this great transformation, although with uneven consequences.22

With unemployment being the major economic problem of the period, governments across the political spectrum – from right to left – sought to combat it by gradually converging towards macroeconomic austerity policies between the mid-1970s and mid-1980s. These policies were based on the primacy of fighting inflation, ensuring monetary stability and controlling public deficits. Returning to full employment was increasingly becoming a secondary objective for most governments.

Margaret Thatcher, however, was the only leader to implement this approach in its shock therapy version. In the early 1980s, governments showed only a moderate appetite for privatization and monetarism. Nevertheless, monetarist ideas gained traction – albeit in popularized forms – within certain heads of government, finance ministers, senior administration officials and central banks.

On the continent, economic policies were much more inspired by the West German model of competitive disinflation than by Thatcherism. The strength of the Deutsche Mark and the success of the export sector allowed the government of Helmut Schmidt (1974–82), dominated by the SPD, and later that of Helmut Kohl, led by the CDU Christian Democrats, to maintain the postwar compromise between capital and labour within Germany.23 This approach was subsequently followed by other European countries.

On the other hand, the 1980s were marked by the return of the Cold War in Europe.24 The first half of the decade was characterized by polarization, which reached its peak in Europe with tensions surrounding the Euromissiles crisis.25 The second half, in contrast, was defined by protest and peaceful revolution in Eastern Europe, which demonstrated the ‘power of the powerless’ and heralded the ‘end of the old order’.26

On the domestic front, Western Europe witnessed the decline of Keynesianism, which was gradually replaced by a ‘new realism’ rooted in neoliberalism. This period also saw the transition to a post-industrial, consumer society, reflecting a localized version of the values spread from the Reagan-era United States.27 This movement, which after 1989 spilled over into Eastern Europe, would ultimately reshape the entire continent under a globalist and neoliberal framework in the following decade.28

From a cultural perspective, postmodernism shaped an era that saw the end of grand narratives, leaving globalization29 and human rights30 – central to the discourse of European institutions regarding the Mediterranean dictatorships31 – as the last utopian remnants of twentieth-century hopes.32

Finally, regarding Southern Europe, interpreting the 1980s as history requires an examination of how these broader transformations took shape in their specific national and regional contexts.33

In any case, the year 1980 was seen from its very beginning as more than just the end of one decade and the start of another. Editorials opened the year with the perception that they were witnessing a period of community transition, even though the final objective was not yet clearly defined.34

The coincidence with the thirtieth anniversary of the Schuman Declaration in May fuelled editorials and analyses on the state of the European Economic Community (EEC). Many voices called for greater depth in the European project, in line with the international context of the time. However, while there was broad agreement on the need for such progress, the path forward remained a matter of dispute, and the differences were difficult to reconcile.

The truth is that the turn of the decade brought significant issues to the European Community’s agenda. Alongside the difficult economic situation that had persisted in European countries since the mid-1970s, there was also a growing need to revize the institutional functioning of the community and expand its areas of action. If Europe was to respond effectively to the rapid transformations occurring in all spheres, it needed to go beyond its existing framework.

This marked a turning point at which European integration moved beyond the concept of a simple common market to encompass new dimensions of peace and security. The arrival of Margaret Thatcher as Prime Minister of the UK introduced a new demand regarding Britain’s financial contribution to the community budget.35 Meanwhile, the bipolar conflict shifted from the peaceful coexistence of the previous decade towards a ‘Second Cold War’, following the election of Ronald Reagan as US president in 1981. Reagan was determined to increase military spending and confront the Soviet Union whenever and wherever necessary.36 At the same time, debates over the next steps in European integration remained on the negotiating table among the Member States.37

The concept of Southern Europe in relation to European integration

Regarding Southern Europe, the challenge of interpreting the 1980s involves examining the specific characteristics of these processes within the national and regional contexts of the area. If we focus on the three countries that underwent democratic transitions in the 1970s – Greece, Portugal and Spain – the narrative of democratic transition (in the 1970s) and democratic consolidation (in the 1980s) undoubtedly holds a central place.38

The turn of the decade brought significant issues to the European Community’s agenda. These included the difficult economic situation that had persisted in European countries since the mid-1970s, the need to revize the institutional functioning of the community, and the necessity of expanding its scope of action if Europe was to provide an effective response to the rapid transformations occurring at all levels. Additionally, there was a growing need to deepen the concept of a European identity, built on human rights, democratic principles and values, which were envisioned as the foundation of Europe as a supposed ‘civilian superpower’.39

All of this collectively gave the period the appearance of being a turning point for European integration – a process that went beyond the mere common market project to embrace new dimensions of peace, security and stability.

Regarding the category of Southern Europe and the integration process, it is important to clarify that the idea or notion of Southern Europe was essentially constructed during the Enlightenment by intellectuals (philosophes) from Northern European countries. These thinkers depicted the South as ‘backward’ and ‘uncivilized’ in contrast to the ‘progressive’ and ‘refined’ North.40 Since the eighteenth century, Northern Europeans have used the concept of the South, often with pejorative connotations, as a means to legitimize power hierarchies within a Westphalian-style European system. Thus, a supposed model based on ‘Northern Europe’ has been repeatedly used as a standard against which ‘Southern Europe’ has been judged.41

If we apply this idea to the 1970s and 1980s, it becomes evident that while the nations of the North embodied the model of consolidated democracies, Spain, Portugal and Greece were still regarded as countries deeply affected by dictatorial experiences and economic development challenges – sometimes even bordering on underdevelopment. They were seen as nations that had largely remained on the fringes of the economic ‘miracles’ experienced by other Western European countries.42 Italy, with its weak democracy and persistent instability, occupied an ambiguous position, sharing some characteristics with the Iberian and Greek peninsulas, yet also displaying elements of progress similar to its more developed neighbours beyond the Alps.43

However, the historical analysis of ‘Southern Europe’, as Edward Malefakis demonstrated years ago, reveals a lack of shared consciousness and common identity among the countries of the region.44 Nevertheless, this should not prevent us from considering them as a group with distinct characteristics. It is not necessary for these countries to be identical in order to identify common traits among them.

We can consider the influence of three key factors as fundamental in shaping Southern Europe as a distinct region: the Cold War, decolonization and the impact of European integration.

In relation to the Cold War, the concept of ‘Southern Europe’ emerged within the same context as other terms used to highlight the geopolitical divisions of Cold War Europe, such as ‘Western Europe’ and ‘Eastern Europe’.45 Within this framework, the Southern countries of the West, including the Iberian Peninsula, Italy and Greece, were described as sharing not only a common geographical position but also a historically difficult relationship with modernity and democracy throughout the twentieth century.

The regionalization of the Cold War increased the practical use of the term ‘Southern Europe’ throughout the 1970s and 1980s. This concept was primarily shaped by the emergence of new ideas on Western security.46

In terms of decolonization, several geopolitical factors played a key role in shaping Southern Europe as a new analytical category. These included the geopolitical reconfiguration of the region following the decolonization of the southern Mediterranean, the conflict in the Middle East and the tensions in the Eastern Mediterranean between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus. Additionally, the political and institutional instability of the northern Mediterranean countries – marked by the crises of the dictatorships and the Years of Lead (Anni di Piombo) in Italy – posed a threat to European détente, which culminated in the Helsinki Process. All these elements were crucial in defining Southern Europe as a distinct geopolitical and historical space.47

On the other hand, in contrast to the presumed homogeneity of ‘Western Europe’ that emerged after 1945 within the framework of the Cold War, it became evident that dividing lines – defined by deep political and economic inequalities – separated Southern Europe from the rest.

With its authoritarian regimes (except for Italy), Southern Europe stood in stark contrast to the wealthy and consolidated democracies of Northern Europe. This divide shaped the relations between Northern and Southern Europe, as noted by Martin Baumeister and Roberto Sala.48

Regarding the impact of European integration, all of this took place at a time when, according to Bo Stråth, European integration broke through its glass ceiling and moved beyond its initial project as a mere common market.49 It expanded its scope beyond the founding treaties by establishing democracy as a defining element of European identity and incorporating peace and security as key objectives. The European Community sought to position itself as a major international actor – a new kind of power: a civilian superpower.

This evolution occurred despite the fact that the European Community (and particularly its NATO member states) was still constrained by tensions surrounding the Euromissiles crisis. However, this was not incompatible with the continuation of the ‘Helsinki spirit’, nor with concerns over rising political instability in Southern Europe and the Mediterranean region.

It is not surprising, then, that in parallel – and within the same context – the concept of ‘Southern Europe’ transitioned from the geopolitical sphere to the realm of European integration. Initially, this occurred within the framework of democratic transitions in Greece, Portugal and Spain. Later, it became relevant in the context of the Mediterranean enlargement of the European Economic Community (EEC), a dimension that had even been geographically absent in the early stages of the integration process.50

In this regard, it is important to highlight four key issues.

First, it is important to remember that support for the democratization of Greece, Spain and Portugal, as well as their incorporation into Europe, was part of a broader set of measures adopted by European Community institutions. These measures aimed to address the potential risks that the internal destabilization of these countries could pose to the continuity of the integration process. Such instability could have had serious implications for the Mediterranean balance and for the fragile East-West détente promoted by Europe.

Therefore, this support was not the result of a clearly defined doctrine coming from Brussels.

In the second place, it is important to keep in mind that the European Community was conceived as an entity anchored in the north, not only because of the geographical location of five of its six founding members but also due to its self-perception and identity. Even countries like Italy, a signatory of the Treaty of Rome, always strived to remain connected to the north out of fear of ‘slipping’ towards the Mediterranean. This ‘Mediterranean marginality’, or marginalità mediterranea, was a possibility that Italians considered catastrophic.51

Third, southern enlargement represented not only a quantitative but also a qualitative leap in European Community policies. Europe was changing for two reasons: first, because the economic structure of the southern countries was very different from that of the northern ones, and second, because their proximity to the southern Mediterranean coast had to be seen as an asset, the foundation for a new project, rather than as a weakness or a source of instability, as it had been perceived in the mid-1970s.52

Fourth, this is the context in which the early stages of the Europeanization of Southern Europe should be understood as a multidirectional process of acculturation. This process involved changes in the foundations and structures of state action, the diffusion of distinctive forms of political organization and governance, and the promotion of ‘European’ (i.e. Community) solutions beyond the territory of the EEC.53

However, cooperation among the four Southern European countries did not begin until they became members of the EEC. Southern Europe needed to learn to work together for its own benefit and that of the region. Italy and Greece viewed the accession of Spain and Portugal with caution. Greece, in particular, fought from within the community institutions in the early 1980s to delay the integration of the two Iberian countries until it was certain that a Mediterranean program would be adopted, with Greece as its main beneficiary.54

Subsequently, membership in the EEC facilitated awareness of common problems among Southern European countries and the realization of the need for coordinated action when their interests did not align with the priorities set by their Northern partners. It became necessary to establish synergies within Southern Europe, not only to build blocking minorities but also to promote projects beneficial to their countries.

The major challenge, however, was that the special relationships forged between Southern European countries almost never became truly strategic – except on rare occasions. This was because their combined votes in the Council of Ministers were not, on their own, sufficient to shift the North-South balance of power.

Left-wing influence, social democratic predominance and reformist momentum

Regarding the Southern enlargement of the European Communities and the creation of the Europe of Twelve, it was evident that, after the challenges posed by the first enlargement – incorporating the UK, Denmark and Ireland – the European Communities could not integrate three new member states without first implementing far-reaching political and institutional reforms.

This time, the deepening vs. enlargement debate seemed to be resolved by considering both as complementary processes. However, before this could be achieved, complex bilateral and multilateral issues had to be addressed, such as relations with France and the agricultural debate, or the financial disputes with Margaret Thatcher’s UK.

As is well known, the European Communities adopted the principle that deepening should become a prerequisite for enlargement. Moreover, it was increasingly recognized that deepening and enlargement were interconnected processes that could reinforce each other.55

Evidently, it is important to note that this was by no means the primary issue on the European Community’s agenda. Rather, the main focus was on the reform and expansion of community policies, particularly their financing. However, enlargement gradually became a crucial condition whose resolution was essential to ensuring the success of the 1980s relaunch – the ‘great decade’ of Jacques Delors at the helm of the European Commission.56

According to Wolfram Kaiser, the study of the second enlargement must be centred on the qualitative transformation that the integration process was undergoing. This transformation was driven by the evolution of the EEC into a political community that was both transnational and supranational – a Europoliteia.57 This development was linked not only to the internal institutional dynamics set in motion by the 1975 Tindemans Report but also to three major external and structural changes:

1.Economic globalization;

2.The intensification of transnational socio-political relations;

3.An increasing Europeanization, reflected in the political and legal formalization of the community acquis, which influenced both member states and the countries closest to the EEC.58

The consideration of these factors highlights five key ideas regarding Southern Europe.

First, the common policies of the European Communities had a significant impact on Southern European countries, which were highly dependent on decisions made in Brussels, particularly in areas such as trade policy and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) – fields in which these countries also competed among themselves. This occurred in a context of intensified global economic competition following the collapse of the Bretton Woods system, the oil crisis and the rise of Japan as a major economic power.59

Second, it is essential to consider the dynamics set in motion not only by European institutions such as the Commission or the European Parliament, but also by transnational social and political actors. These included foundations, political parties (including socialist parties), business associations and multinational corporations – notably the European Round Table of Industrialists (ERT). Additionally, both new and old social movements played a role, such as trade unions, pacifist movements and environmental activism, the latter emerging from the left-wing crises of the 1970s.60

Third, the definition of the community acquis played a significant role, impacting candidate states even before their accession to the EEC. As Wolfram Kaiser argues, détente led to geopolitical stability in Europe, which in turn limited the impact of bipolar logic compared to previous periods. Consequently, the dynamics of integration were largely driven by the effects of emerging globalization, not only in the economic sphere but also in terms of sociopolitical transformations that reshaped the postwar European model.61

Fourth, this view may contrast with the position of other scholars, such as Piers Ludlow, who argues that there is a clear connection between changes in the international system during the Cold War and the transformations of European integration during the Long Seventies.62 In fact, the dominant position in the historiography of European integration suggests that the 1980s relaunch, which culminated in the Single European Act, was driven by the need to adapt to the rapid changes in the global market and the declining global competitiveness of the European economy within the framework of a new growth model based on innovation under a neoliberal economic paradigm.

Fifth and finally, it is essential to refer to what has been defined as the ‘Brussels effect’. This ‘Brussels effect’ refers to the regulatory power of community institutions, whose standards – particularly in the economic sphere – shaped the policies and decision-making of countries outside the EEC. It highlights the unilateral capacity of the European Community, even in the 1980s, to regulate global markets without needing to rely on international organizations.

In fact, this dimension of the EC as a ‘regulatory power’ – a role now under debate in a world increasingly aware of the limits of globalization – began to take shape in the 1970s and 1980s. As Galtung had already observed, despite its clear limitations, this regulatory influence became evident in the context of EEC enlargement, particularly the Southern enlargement.63 This shift transcended the economic sphere and extended into politics, driven by the interaction of two key conditions: on one hand, Europe’s détente, the logic of bipolar confrontation, and relations with the United States; on the other, the need for European institutions to expand their legitimacy and forge a new European identity built on democratic principles.64

In other words, from the late 1970s, but especially throughout the 1980s, the EEC acquired a significance it had previously lacked. Increasingly, it came to be understood as a ‘regulatory power’ (a normative power), seeking to stabilize other societies through membership (or association) by imposing requirements related to the rule of law and democracy – that is, through conditionality.

The EEC thus became a ‘community of values’, something it had not been before. This shift did not occur with the first enlargement but rather with the second, with the integration of Greece, Portugal and Spain – former dictatorships that explicitly looked to ‘Europe’ for the consolidation of their newly restored (and fragile) democracies.

In this way, the new Southern members contributed, even before their accession, to the transformation of the European project by grounding it more firmly in shared values.65

Finally, what opportunities and challenges did the 1980s bring to Southern Europe within the context of the European Union? Without aiming to be exhaustive, several key aspects stand out.

First, for obvious reasons, the period between 1981 and 1995 was when Southern Europe held the greatest demographic, economic and political influence within the European Community/European Union. During these years, four of the twelve member states were from the South (five if we include France). Additionally, three of the largest countries – both in population and economic terms – were in the South, considering France, Italy and Spain. Never again would the interests of Southern Europe carry such weight in Brussels.

This occurred at a time of deepening and relaunching of the European project, during the ‘prodigious decade’ of Jacques Delors, marked by economic recovery, the momentum of the Single European Act and the internal market, the expansion of community law and the growing tendency to adopt decisions by majority rather than unanimity. These were all issues in which Southern European countries played a significant role.

Second, with the accession of Greece, Portugal and Spain, the EEC, now with 248 million inhabitants, became the largest free trade area and single market in the world. Its aspirations as a normative power were accompanied by undeniable economic and commercial weight.66

Third, Southern enlargement revitalized and transformed the European project, reinforcing the community’s claim to encompass and represent all European countries that could freely determine their own destiny. Combined with the disappearance of the last Western European dictatorships, this also made it clear that all European democracies had a place in the European project, increasing its appeal among socialist countries beyond the Iron Curtain.67

Fourth, since Southern enlargement coincided with the development of European Political Cooperation and later with the creation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, the conditions were in place for Portugal and Spain’s accession to introduce a Latin American dimension to the EEC/EU’s interests. Until then, such a focus had been completely absent, with European external relations primarily oriented towards the former French and British colonies.

Fifth, on an internal and intra-European level, a unique window of opportunity opened due to the simultaneous presence of socialist governments in several member states. These included François Mitterrand in France (1981–95), Felipe González in Spain (1982–96) Bettino Craxi in Italy (1983–7), Mario Soares in Portugal (1983–5), and Andreas Papandreou in Greece (1981–9), alongside the socialist Jacques Delors as President of the European Commission (1985–95).68

Sixth, on the challenge side, it should not be forgotten that the new Southern member states had to undertake major and costly adjustments to their national economies to prepare for competition within the single market once the transition periods ended. The social impact of integration in Southern Europe was one of the most significant negative consequences of this process. These adjustments required substantial financial transfers from Northern European countries and involved difficult negotiations within the EEC.

Seventh, it is important to remember that member states defend their national interests within the EEC, and the Southern European countries were no exception. However, each pursued its own strategies. Greece, on one end of the spectrum, became a prime example of what Christopher Hill described as ‘newcomer status’: a country geographically at Europe’s periphery, an island or peninsula, that joined the community after the Luxembourg Compromise and was reluctant to fully integrate.69 Denmark, Ireland and the UK were classic examples, but Greece followed a similar path, becoming a ‘troublemaker’ within the community and a dissenting voice in European diplomacy, particularly in European Political Cooperation (EPC). Spain, despite sharing many of these conditions, ultimately disproved the notion that all newcomers were reluctant to develop a European foreign policy. On the contrary, Spanish Europeanism quickly became evident in institutional and organizational terms, reflected in its activism within the EPC.70

In a Europe where the option of non-accession (opting out), enhanced cooperation, multi-speed Europe, variable geometry and à la carte Europe were gaining traction, each Southern European country made decisions on a case-by-case basis, choosing when and where to take a leading role or when to delay involvement.

For example, none of the Southern European countries were among the founding members of the 1985 Schengen Agreement for the removal of internal borders (except for France, if we choose to include it). Italy joined in 1990, Spain and Portugal in 1991, and Greece in 1992. However, they did participate in the European Monetary System from the moment of their accession.71 In other matters, they made pragmatic decisions based on specific dossiers on the European agenda. This approach is evident in topics such as social Europe, financial frameworks or the allocation of structural and cohesion funds.

Overall, it can be concluded that Southern Europe contributed in various ways to overcoming the climate of stagnation and eurosclerosis
72 that had affected the European project in the early 1980s. In doing so, it not only transformed Europe but also largely transformed itself.

Coda: Hopes and disappointments

Possibly, the main consequence of the crisis of the Soviet bloc in the late 1980s on the European Community was an increase in pressure on the integration process. As Jacques Delors tirelessly asserted in 1989, it was necessary to accelerate the process of integration.73 For Monsieur Europe, the member states had to be more united in the face of the challenges posed by the new international order towards which the world was heading. However, as in the Dickens novel mentioned at the beginning of these pages, these hopes were never fully realized.

The disappearance of the Iron Curtain and the gradual integration of the former Eastern Europe into Western structures ushered in a period of widespread optimism, accompanied by a phase of modest economic growth. This development ran parallel to a renewed push for the European project that emerged from the Treaty on European Union.

It was not only the hope for a reunified and peaceful Europe after the Cold War but also for a ‘powerful Europe’, a new strategic international actor capable of contributing to global peace.74 Across the Atlantic, negotiations for a North American Free Trade Agreement culminated in the NAFTA entering into force on 1 January 1994, creating another vast free trade area around the United States, Canada and Mexico. Following the creation of a Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council in 1991, Russia joined the Partnership for Peace in 1994. On 5 December 1994, the START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) on nuclear arms limitation between the United States and the Soviet Union, signed in 1991, came into effect. By 1993, negotiations for a START II treaty had begun, which would come into force in 2001.75

To this must be added the fact that former neutral countries from the Cold War era, such as Sweden, Austria and Finland, as well as members of EFTA (the European Free Trade Association) and once an institutional rival, joined the European Union in 1995, thereby formalizing the third enlargement. However, Norway and Switzerland – countries with high income levels and true islands of prosperity – rejected membership in referendums. Likewise, East Germany entered the club through an atypical procedure, internal enlargement, in parallel with the reunification of the two Germanies in October 1990.76

In reality, the northern enlargement primarily strengthened and enhanced the cohesion of the European Union, balancing the European map after the southern enlargement that followed the accession of Greece, Spain and Portugal in the 1980s. Moreover, in contrast to the southern enlargement, the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden – countries with a high level of economic and social development – not only increased the EU’s financial resources but also enriched it with valuable experience in social and cooperative policies, which were highly advanced in the Nordic region.

Furthermore, these countries did not initially hinder the deepening of the integration process; on the contrary, they could contribute to revitalizing it. Unlike previous enlargements, the northern and central European expansion77 meant that the new members would no longer integrate into the European Communities but rather into the European Union itself. This required them to adopt not only the founding treaties of 1951 and 1957 but also the 1986 Single European Act and the 1992 Treaty on European Union, along with its extensive and significant acquis aimed at achieving convergence in line with the objectives of the third phase of economic and monetary union. This project aligned with the EU’s vision of being an open space, moving away from the ‘Fortress Europe’ image that had prevailed in the 1970s and 1980s.78

In sum, the relative pro-European enthusiasm of the 1990s in certain official circles close to the European institutions and among intellectual circles was linked to the optimism surrounding the end of the Cold War in Europe and the dissolution of the division of the Old Continent. It was also associated with what was perceived as the success of the European model – not only from a political, economic and social perspective but also as a model of reconciliation. Additionally, Europe held an intangible yet significant value at the time, being regarded as a global example of social prosperity, political stability and the defence of peace and human rights.

A second driver of the European integration process stemmed from the growing conviction among European political elites since the 1980s that without coordinated efforts and an integrated economy, Europe would be unable to survive as a global actor in the twenty-first century – an advancement that would be slow and not without complications.79

Europe, in fact, at the beginning of the twenty-first century – as Julián Casanova wrote – ‘was not paradise, but compared to the past and to what was happening in other continents, many had the feeling of living in the best of all possible worlds’.80 However, the optimistic images that once suggested the emergence of Europe as a symbol of peace, solidarity, reconciliation and democratization now seem to have faded from the collective imagination of many Europeans, not without a certain nostalgia for those years. Even the idea of the European Union as a ‘civilian superpower’ appears increasingly distant as what has been termed Europe’s ‘geopolitical awakening’ takes shape,81 driven by the outbreak of the Ukraine War and the urgent pursuit of strategic autonomy.82

Moreover, the political consensus on Europe’s post-1945 past seems fractured today with the rise of a Eurosceptic far right and is strongly challenged from a historiographical perspective. In a sense, Europe and the European Union shaped their own fate after the end of the Cold War. In 1990–1, multiple paths were available; there was no predetermined destiny, and the one chosen has led to tangible results: a Europe adrift, less just, less united and less autonomous than the one envisioned in the immediate post-Cold War period. The European utopia is more in question than ever, despite the efforts of EU institutions.

As Tony Judt wrote, ‘The West – especially Europe and the United States – missed a unique opportunity to reshape the world around its own established and perfected international institutions and practices. Instead, we relaxed and congratulated ourselves for having won the Cold War – a sure way to lose the peace. The 1990s, from 1989 to 2004, were devoured by the locusts’.83
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German social democracy and Iberian socialism from dictatorship to democracy

Antonio Muñoz Sánchez

Considered as two of the most successful cases of transnational party cooperation in recent history, European socialist support for the Portuguese and Spanish socialists during the transitions to democracy are rarely studied together and in comparative perspective, despite their more than obvious connections and parallels.1 That is the aim of this chapter, which focuses on the role of German social democracy, a central actor in European politics in the 1970s and also main protagonist of the foreign support for the Portuguese and Spanish socialists. The first part describes the contacts between the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (SPD) and the opposition movement to the dictatorial regimes in the Iberian Peninsula. The second deals with the SPD’s support for the Portuguese socialists during the Carnation Revolution. The third looks at the SPD’s relationship with the Spanish socialists in the transition. The last two sections are devoted to the German social democrats’ support for the socialist trade union movement in Portugal and Spain. The SPD’s (and DGB’s) relationship with the Iberian comrades is analysed here in the context of the policy of the ruling party in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) between 1966 and 1982 towards Spain and Portugal. On the one hand, the text argues that the powerful revival of the Iberian socialist parties cannot be understood without taking into account foreign, and especially German, aid. On the other hand, it defends that the SPD’s massive involvement in the Iberian transitions was not born out of alleged ‘solidarity’ with the comrades but out of crude realpolitik.

German social democracy and the socialist opposition to the Iberian regimes

When in December 1966, the Grosse Koalition was formed, Bonn was already a strategic ally of the Iberian dictatorships. The FRG was the first economic partner of Portugal and Spain, the first arms supplier for the Portuguese colonial war, the only European country to grant development aid to both regimes and the main advocate of the Iberian rapprochement to the EEC. The end of the conservative monopoly in Bonn after almost two decades raised expectations of a change in these friendly relations, but they soon turned out to be unfounded. As leader of the SPD, Willy Brandt had pushed since 1964 for a thorough revision of the party’s intransigent stance towards the Iberian dictatorships. Following the same rationing of the Ostpolitik, Brandt assumed that democracy could only emerge in Iberia through the voluntary evolution of its very stable dictatorships. Europe could contribute to this process by intensifying economic, political and social relations, thereby reducing social tensions and promoting liberalization. Thus, when the SPD came to power in Bonn, its leaders understood that being the main European partner of Spain and Portugal did not make the FRG a supporter of the Franco and Salazar dictatorships but, much on the contrary, the driving force of a process of modernization and Europeanization already underway that would inevitably push Iberia towards democracy. As the cornerstone of this strategy, Foreign Minister Brandt strongly defended in the EEC the conclusion of agreements with Madrid and Lisbon, which were finally signed in the early 1970s.2

This change through rapprochement strategy also reshaped SPD’s relationship with the Iberian democratic movement. In the mid-1960s, the opposition to Franco and Salazar was solidly dominated by the communists. In Spain, the bulk of the affiliates of the Partido Socialista Obrero Español (PSOE) and its sister union Unión General de Trabajadores (UGT) were exiles from the Civil War who considered it unfeasible to reorganize in Spain party and union as long as the regime existed and were waiting for Franco to die to return to the country and regain the preeminent position they had held before 1936. To work the miracle of rebirth, PSOE and the UGT hoped for the solidarity of the Socialist International (SI) and the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), of which they were founding members. For its part, in Portugal the non-communist left was testimonial. The historic Partido Socialista had vanished after the establishment of the Salazar dictatorship. Only thirty years later, in 1964, a handful of veteran democratic activists led by Mario Soares founded the Acção Socialista Portuguesa (ASP). The communist overweight in Iberia was, in the eyes of the SPD, a problem for the viability of the future transitions, and European socialists should support the renewal and consolidation of a pragmatic and possibilist ‘democratic left’.3

This conviction led, already in 1965, the SPD vice-president, Fritz Erler, to travel to Madrid at the invitation of a Francoist cultural institute to lecture on Bad Godesberg and to meet with some opposition activists with the intention of starting a collaboration. Erler’s trip to Madrid was felt by the PSOE in exile as a stab in the back. The party accused the SPD of whitewashing Francoism and giving visibility to presumed socialists who were nothing but ‘useful idiots’ of the dictatorship. Neither did the SI parties approve of Erler’s initiative and refused to follow the Germans in the idea of breaking the cordon sanitaire around the Spanish dictatorship, aware that they would receive the wrath of their own basis, more to the left than those of the SPD. After this porcelain smashing in the holy temple of antifrancoism, the Germans decided to proceed more carefully. On the one hand, visits of party leaders to Spain won’t be repeated. The SPD would also continue to recognize the PSOE as the only official Spanish partner, although relations were now to be frosty. On the other hand, it would try to support the socialists of the interior through the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, led by the SPD but formally independent. For its part, the DGB, which had established contact with the incipient socialist trade unionism in Spain through some gastarbeiter in the FRG, maintained this support without worrying about the clash with the UGT exiles.4

In Spain, the Ebert Foundation supported from 1966 on the group of socialists led by professor Enrique Tierno Galván, who, after being expelled from the PSOE precisely because of his meeting with Erler, founded the Socialist Party of the Interior (PSI). Through Tierno Galván, who was a friend of Mario Soares, the Ebert Foundation also came into contact with the ASP in Lisbon, and cooperation began in 1967. Support for PSI and ASP consisted of small regular funding, scholarships to study at German universities, some training courses in the FRG, support for cultural cooperatives and, in the case of the Portuguese, the purchase and modernization of the newspaper República. However, none of the partners experienced solid growth and remained basically a small group of lawyers, professors, officials and intellectuals. At the trade union level, the results were even more meagre. In Spain, in the face of Tierno’s disinterest in union work and his sympathy for the communist Comisiones Obreras (CCOO), the DGB refused to cooperate with the PSI and continued to support the tiny group of UGT activists who were trying to force a leadership renewal. As for Portugal, the DGB was not even able to find a partner. Unlike in Spain, where the labour movement that had emerged under the dictatorship was already consolidated, in the less developed Portugal, trade unionism hardly showed any signs of life before 1970, when the so-called Intersindical, almost monopolized by the communists, was founded.5

The cooperation of the German social democrats with the socialists during Franco’s regime had modest and ambivalent results. On the one hand, it contributed like no other European party did to revitalizing a socialist movement in Spain that had fallen into total prostration. On the other hand, however, it fed its endemic factionalism. In 1973, the SI set up a commission to try to reconcile the main parties. The initiative failed, and Spanish socialism was to face the coming post-Franco era extremely divided and weakened. The quasi-family character of ASP, which never had more than fifty members, meant that no such disputes took place in Portugal. This made German support more effective, reaching its peak in 1973 with the conversion of ASP into the Partido Socialista (PS) at a congress held at an Ebert Foundation training school near Bonn.6

Placed in the broad framework of the relations between the FRG and the Iberian dictatorships, the support of the social democrats to their comrades in Spain and Portugal was almost a footnote. Considering their extreme weakness, the Iberian socialists remained a peripheral element in the policy of change through rapprochement that the SPD maintained unalterable towards the Iberian dictatorships in the belief that it was working very favourably. In Spain, entering the EEC had turned by 1970 into the ‘manifest destiny’ of the whole society, and the liberal sector of the dictatorship discussed even publicly the reforms of the regime that should allow the country to be accepted in the community. During a meeting in Bonn in 1972, Prince Juan Carlos personally confessed to Willy Brandt that as future head of state he would promote a process of democratization. Spain seemed ready for a political change, and the only necessary step was the death of the ageing Franco.7 In Portugal, the situation was more complicated. Hopes concentrated in the very dictator Marcelo Caetano, who Bonn saw as a repressed liberal who had assumed the impossibility for maintaining the African Empire and was willing to open his nation to a new European horizon. The real alternatives to him were not the extremely weak democrats but the ultras, the military and economic sectors who were for the continuity of the war and did not conceive Portugal giving up the colonies.8

Convinced that Caetano was ‘the only game in town’, Willy Brandt’s government took distance from the growing international pressure against Lisbon for the crimes in Africa. Thus, the FRG did not follow other left-wing governments that cut off military aid to Lisbon or withdrew their companies from the construction project of a large dam in Mozambique. The chancellor refused also, time and again, to appear in public with Mario Soares, despite his insistence. While the now leader of the PS was invited by other European parties to participate in protest rallies against the Portuguese regime, the SPD was reluctant even to receive him in Bonn. Just one year after the founding of the PS in Germany, the invitation finally arrived. On 24 April 1974, on the eve of his first meeting with Chancellor Brandt, Soares told the SPD comrades that there were rumours in Lisbon about a possible military coup d’état. Known for his enthusiasm and optimism, Soares received only complacent smiles from the German comrades. The fall of the granite Portuguese dictatorship was simply unimaginable. Just a few hours later, tanks were rolling through the streets of Lisbon.9

SPD and the Carnation Revolution

If the collapse of the Estado Novo was inconceivable, the explosion of a revolution in the country of fado, saudade and Fatima belonged more to the realm of political science fiction. Out of the West’s concern that the leftist experiment in Portugal would triumph came a ‘peaceful intervention’ that was ultimately fundamental to the failure of the revolution and the establishment of a liberal democracy. The political force that benefited the most from external support and that would eventually rise as the protagonist of the construction of the democratic order in Portugal was the PS.10

The Carnation Revolution provoked two reactions in the West, the American and the European. Washington considered, especially after the resignation of President General Antonio Spinola at the end of September 1974, that the moderates did not stand a chance against the powerful Partido Comunista Português (PCP), and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger called Mario Soares the ‘Portuguese Kerensky’. Instead of trying to stop the inevitable, Kissinger argued that the West should hasten the communists’ rise to power by depriving Lisbon of economic aid and expelling it from NATO. Turned into a miserable soviet, Portugal would immunize other countries of southern Europe (especially Italy) where communists enjoyed growing popularity. Kissinger’s ‘vaccine theory’, though, horrified the European allies, who opted for a strategy of aid and collaboration aimed at ‘embracing Portugal’ to prevent its fall into the ‘communist abyss’.11

The European response to the revolution had, however, a complex gestation. The oil crisis triggered political instability, national introversion and ‘eurosclerosis’. During 1974, almost no initiative was undertaken by Brussels to support Portugal’s weak economy, not even to promote an attractive image of the EEC in a country with weak Europeanism, where the now dominant leftist discourse demonized the ‘Europe of monopolies’ and idealized Third World socialism. On the other hand, the socialists that solidly dominated European politics at the time did not share a common vision on the turbulent transition in Portugal. Some parties looked with sympathy on the leftist experiment and understood that after half a century of dictatorship supported by the West, Portuguese people had every right to find their own way to democracy without foreign interferences. Others, like Francois Mitterrand’s PS, even dreamed that the social-communist alliance would consolidate in Portugal as he hoped it would in France. An antithetic vision was that of the SPD, and this fuelled its will to massively involve in Portugal, thus becoming the driving force and the definer of what would finally be the ‘European answer’ to the Carnation Revolution.12

A few weeks after the putsch, the new Helmut Schmidt’s government came to the conclusion that the revolution in Portugal was a potential challenge to the European detente – crucial for the West German interests – and that democracy would not prevail in the country without massive foreign support. Thus, Bonn conceived three lines of action towards Portugal: (1) direct economic aid, (2) political backing to obtain international credits or to open negotiations with the EEC, and (3) support to the non-communist parties. For months, the unstable and very heterogeneous provisional governments in Lisbon neither responded to the German offer of economic aid nor clarified what relationship Portugal should have with the EEC. Thus, the main way left to try to influence the Portuguese situation was to support the moderate parties. Mainly the PS, whose anti-fascist pedigree gave it a legitimacy and prestige that the centrist and conservative parties founded after the coup d’état lacked. The same PS which the SPD had treated until the very eve of the coup d’état with coolness was thus to become overnight a crucial element in a new strategy aimed at curbing the communists and steering Portugal towards a liberal democracy.13

Already during his visit to Bonn at the beginning of May 1974, Mario Soares bluntly told the Chancellor that Alvaro Cunhal’s PCP was a threat to freedom in his country. The identification between PS and democracy that Soares presented in all his contacts with European colleagues was not understood by the SPD as an exaggeration but as the axiom that defined the fate of the revolution. Bonn was relieved to have such a reliable partner as Soares in that confused transition. Soares’ close collaboration with fellow minister Cunhal, his verbal radicalism or his unfriendly words against social democracy did not worry Bonn in the months that followed. The only concern was whether an extremely fragile organization like the PS, which was receiving a mass of new members – most of them young leftists who believed in the literalness of the PS’ programme – would be able to mark its own profile in a process in which ‘anti-fascist unity’ fully dominated the political discourse. In other words, the SPD knew that, despite its rhetoric, the PS rejected outright the union de la gauche à la Mitterrand, but it was not sure that the party could escape that fate. To help the PS consolidate itself as an autonomous political option, the SPD deployed a set of measures aimed at boosting the party’s moderate sector and preparing the campaign for the crucial first elections.14

The Ebert Foundation played a key role here, as one of the few European socialist organizations that could work on the ground. From June 1974, it provided most of the foreign financial assistance to the PS, which was vital as the party lacked its own sources of funding. The Ebert Foundation covered basic expenses: salaries for PS officials, rent for the headquarters in Lisbon, propaganda, publications, cars, loudspeakers, etc. It also organized seminars for many politically naive new members who hardly differentiated between socialism and communism. Unlike the Swedish socialists, who were engaged in the futile effort to transplant their organizational model to Portugal, which attached great importance to the dynamism of the party’s base, the Germans merely responded to the demands of Soares, who eventually opted for an ultra-centralized organization in the hands of the old guard, including several of his family members.15

On the other hand, the SPD promoted the popularity of Mario Soares among future voters by inviting him to Germany or visiting him in Portugal. In October 1974, former Chancellor Brandt participated with Soares in large and chaotic rallies in Lisbon and Oporto in which he presented the PS as the party that best embodied the goals of freedom and well-being to which the revolution aspired. In the weeks that followed, Brandt advocated with little success in various fora for a kind of European Marshall Plan for Portugal. By then, the revolution had entered a period of radicalization, and Bonn was convinced that the PCP followed the same strategy of small steps as the communist parties in Eastern Europe after 1945 to take power: ‘A putsch in installments’, called it the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.16 The only hope of avoiding this scenario laid in the elections for the constituent parliament to be held in April, where moderate parties were expected to obtain a major victory.17

However, the failed counter-revolutionary coup of 11 March 1975 changed the script. The dramatic leftist turn that followed (concentration of all power in a Revolutionary Council of 26 military officers, nationalization of banks, key industries and the latifundia in Southern Portugal, illegalization of parties, etc.) was interpreted in Bonn as the first stage in the construction of a communist-style regime with Moscow’s support. After an SOS from Soares, Chancellor Schmidt tried in the following days to move other European governments, the EEC and the NATO to take common action to force the Revolutionary Council to stop this process. But the response disappointed Bonn: some governments did not see the situation so desperate for the moderates, others argued that pressuring the military was counterproductive, and others considered the German proposal to put pressure on Moscow as well absurd, since (in their eyes) the Soviets were not intervening in Portugal and would do nothing to undermine European détente and specially the Helsinki summit to be held in July. Alarmed by the passivity of its European partners and the US insistence on expulsing Portugal from NATO, the West German government decided to take matters into its own hands to prevent Portugal from sliding into the communist camp. In early April, Bonn announced a comprehensive plan to support the Portuguese economy, the main measure of which was a DM 70 million loan.18

In the elections to the Constituent Assembly on 25 April 1975, the moderate parties obtained 80 per cent of the votes, half of them went to the PS. Feeling legitimized by the Portuguese people, the moderates led by Mario Soares went on the offensive against the communists. For this, they could now count on the growing support of the European socialist governments, which, in view of the declared will of PM Vasco Gonçalves, the Revolutionary Council and the PCP not to respect the electoral result and to continue with the plan to implement a Portuguese-style socialism, understood that the risk of the country falling into a new dictatorship was real. In this context, the German offensive finally found echo. In May, Schmidt succeeded in convincing Kissinger to abandon his ‘vaccine theory’, and the European Economic Community (EEC) following a German proposal approved large credits for Portugal.19

Aware of the deep economic depression in Portugal after a year of revolution, the European governments used the promised aid as an instrument to pressure Lisbon: Financial aid would only flow if the socialist experiment ended. To increase even more the pressure, Willy Brandt took advantage of the presence of all European leaders in Helsinki for the Summit of the CSCE at the end of July to promote the Committee for Friendship and Solidarity with Democracy and Socialism in Portugal. At the first meeting in Stockholm attended by Olof Palme, Willy Brandt, Harald Wilson, Bruno Kreisky, Mario Soares and others, the committee sent the unequivocal message to the military in Lisbon: ‘A pluralistic democracy has to be implemented’. The meeting was the culmination of European ‘solidarity’ with the Portuguese democrats or, from the point of view of the Eastern bloc, a further step in Western blackmail and interference in the Iberian country led by the SPD.20

The combined pressure of violent anti-communist riots in northern Portugal, the refusal of the PS and other parties to join a new government, the growing influence of the moderate sector of the military which demanded an end to the communist drift, and the pressure from Western countries, which threatened to cut off all economic aid, led to the isolation of the radicals in the Council of the Revolution, and Vasco Gonçalves resigned in September 1975. The final victory of the moderates would finally come on 25 November, when a desperate coup by the more leftist sectors of the army failed. The revolution ended definitively, and a long and difficult process of building a Western democracy began.

On the eve of the first legislative elections in April 1976, the PS once again enjoyed strong support from the SI parties at a congress held in Porto under the slogan ‘Europe with us’. Flanked by the cream of European socialism, Mario Soares presented himself as the natural leader of the Portuguese democracy that had defeated radicalism of all stripes during the revolution. And the leader who, because of his friendship with the European socialists, was best placed to project the battered Portuguese nation towards a new historic challenge after the traumatic loss of the Empire: entry into the EEC. The congress is still remembered today as one of the milestones in the history of the PS, exemplifying the naturalness with which the Portuguese socialists assumed the importance of foreign support for their own performance in the revolution and in the process of democratic construction in which Mario Soares played a key role as PM and later as President of Portugal. A healthy assumption of the facts that does not apply to the Spanish socialists despite the obvious similarities in terms of the importance of foreign support, as we shall now see.21

SPD and Spanish Transition

While in the Revolução dos cravos the different projects for post-dictatorial Portugal were crudely discussed in plain sight, in Spain the Transición was led by the regime itself and crucial decisions were taken behind closed doors by a few. The very different nature of the Iberian democratizations also determined the action of external actors, which in Spain was less relevant but also less visible than in Portugal. In any case, the traditional purely ‘autochthonous’ account of the transition is now outdated, and there is consensus among historians on the relevance of the external context. Most especially the contribution of European socialism to the meteoric rise of the PSOE, which had a global influence on the democratization process.22

The fall of the Estado Novo had an enormous impact on Spain. Revitalized by the wind of freedom blowing in from Lisbon, the anti-Franco movement experienced a strong boost, and in July 1974 several parties and organizations formed the Democratic Junta led by Santiago Carrillo’s PCE, which advocated, as in Portugal, a ‘democratic rupture’, in this case through social and political pressure. Popular mobilization was now triggered by the economic crisis, which provoked the outbreak of several workers’ protests led by the communist CCOO, which aspired to transform the huge Francoist corporatist union into a democratic union as the Intersindical was doing in Portugal. The growth of the opposition was met by the regime with increasing repression and a curbing of the reformist impulse.23

Even more important than the direct influence on Spanish politics was the impact that the Carnation Revolution had on the international framework in which the imminent post-Franco era would unfold. Because of its radical character and its potential for contagion to other southern European countries, the revolution not only led to a Western ‘peaceful intervention’ in Portugal, but also stimulated various initiatives aimed at ‘stabilizing’ the whole Mediterranean region. In this südpolitik with German protagonism, Spain occupied a special place. Because of its size, economic weight, geopolitical position and, above all, the symbolism of the Spanish question among democrats around the world, it was vital that the ghosts of Civil War should not be awakened after the death of the dictator. The urgency of this policy became more evident in Bonn after the failed coup d’état of 11 March 1975 in Portugal, when the revolution entered a period of extreme radicalization. Looking through the Portuguese lens, Spain presented a disturbing picture, especially for the strength of the PCE. The leadership of the SPD came thus to the conclusion that ‘there is a real risk of destabilisation in Spain due to a communist party that will most likely play a more important role in the transition than the Portuguese Communist Party is currently playing’.24 Against such a gloomy background, the SPD leadership concluded that the key to a smooth transition in Spain was the emergence, as in Portugal, of a strong moderate left-wing force that could act as a counterweight to the communists.

The bleak situation of Spanish socialism made it difficult to choose a partner to support. A long essay by the correspondent of the Neue Zürcher Zeitung in Madrid in 1974 on the coming transition devoted several pages to Trotskyists and communists, while barely two sentences were devoted to the socialists: ‘There is also a Spanish Socialist Party, which aspires to democratic socialism and is in contact with the socialist parties of Europe. Its visible head is the lawyer Tierno Galván’.25 Despite the scarce appeal of the mature Tierno, the SPD also saw the PSI as the party with the greatest potential. But its decision to join the Democratic Junta by the end of 1974 led the Germans to cut short with Tierno. The SPD’s attention then turned to the PSOE, which had just completed its tortuous renewal with the emergence of a new generation of militants dominated by a pragmatic group of young, middle-class Andalusians.26

The new PSOE leader made an excellent impression on Willy Brandt, who said about him: ‘At last a Spanish politician who isn’t constantly conspiring and warning you about everyone but himself. (…) Felipe González is absolutely constructive, without resentment and focused in the future.’27 The 32-year-old González was perceived by the German comrades basically as a Spanish patriot, a democrat free of any dogmatism, and certainly not a Marxist, who was well aware of the historical responsibility of the opposition forces in the imminent transition process. González was obsessed with the possible repetition of a Civil War and considered a common opposition front (as advocated by the communists) reckless, as it would polarize the country like in 1936. Democracy only had a chance if Juan Carlos’ reformist project succeeded. For the coming transition, the PSOE had two main objectives: (1) to put pressure on the government to accelerate the pace and depth of reform, and (2) to prepare for the first democratic elections in which, according to the polls, a moderate left-wing party had, as in Portugal, enormous potential. However, to achieve these goals, the PSOE (with 1,500 members, no resources and a leader unknown to Spaniards) desperately needed, like the PS in Portugal in other circumstances, massive help from its European colleagues.28

After decades of being a marginal element in the SPD’s policy towards Spain, the PSOE came to occupy a prominent place from the spring of 1975. In addition to providing massive financial support, the SPD regularly invited Felipe González to visit the FRG to improve his image in Spain and encouraged the European Socialist PMs to do the same. In response to explicit requests for assistance from the Spanish government, Bonn insisted that a simple reform of the regime was no longer sufficient for Spain to be accepted into the EEC and recommended opening a dialogue with the opposition. Far from following this friendly advice, Madrid stuck to its reform project without regard for the democrats. The execution of five young activists in late September, by which the regime intended to project an image of solidity and firmness, had a boomerang effect. Worldwide outrage was enormous, the European countries withdrew their ambassadors from Madrid, and the EEC froze relations. As Franco’s death approached, Spain had returned to a state of ostracism reminiscent of the late 1940s. Thus, the monarchy of Juan Carlos I was born surrounded by scepticism and even open hostility in a Europe dominated by socialist governments. In these circumstances, as a traditional ally of the Spanish government and now as the godfather of the PSOE, Bonn had the best cards to try to influence the impending transition.29

As one of the few European leaders, the President of the FRG, Walter Scheel, attended the coronation of Juan Carlos at the end of November 1975. The Bonn government also succeeded in getting the EEC to resume dialogue with Madrid, overcoming opposition from the governments of the Netherlands, Great Britain and Denmark, which wanted to maintain the measure until the new Spanish government made consistent progress in the process of democratization. While trying to relieve the pressure from Europe, Bonn warned Madrid that its goodwill was not unlimited. At the same time, the SPD invited Felipe González several times to visit Bonn, where his criticism of the Spanish government for slow reform and violent actions against the opposition was replied to by Willy Brandt in the media. Public support from the SPD and other European parties reinforced the prestige of the PSOE in Spain. The PSOE, wrote a Madrid newspaper, had become ‘the customs officer of Europe’ who had to check whether Spain’s democratic credentials were sufficient to enter the EEC. Meanwhile, the Spanish leaders suffered from international orphanhood. Looking for a way out of this stifling situation, the king managed to get Washington to arrange a visit to the United States in June. The promotional trip was a great success for Juan Carlos, who returned to Spain politically strengthened and convinced that the time had come to dismiss a government which was jeopardizing the very continuity of the monarchy.30

Following the king’s orders, the new PM Adolfo Suárez would no longer work to reform Francoism but to dismantle it and build in its place the institutional edifice of a European democracy. Also at the behest of the monarch, Suárez opened a dialogue with the opposition and gave special treatment to the PSOE, not only to win the sympathy of European governments but also because it seemed the only left-wing party capable of competing with the powerful PCE. This preferential treatment was reflected, for example, in Felipe González’s appearance on television, the main source of information for 80 per cent of Spaniards. For the PSOE leader, reaching voters’ homes was gold: ‘Every minute of television is a million votes’, he told two members of the Spanish information service in private.31 In December 1976, days after Franco’s ‘Parliament’ passed the Law for Political Reform, liquidating the dictatorship and opening the door to democratic elections, the still illegal PSOE held its first congress in Spain in forty years in central Madrid. The attendance of Willy Brandt, François Mitterrand, Olof Palme and other European socialist figures made it a major event in a country eager to leave behind its isolation and assimilate into prosperous, democratic Europe. While Felipe González was crowned the rising star of Spanish politics, Santiago Carrillo remained in hiding after returning from exile. With less than 8,000 members, the PSOE was still a very modest party compared to other left-wing organizations, especially the PCE. Its weight in Spanish politics, however, no longer had anything to do with the breadth of its social base, but above all with the support it received from Europe and from the Spanish government.32

Since Franco’s death, the Ebert Foundation had a delegate in Madrid who worked closely with the PSOE leadership to rebuild the party and prepare it for the first democratic elections. With German money and advise, the PSOE was thus able to refound after forty years in a large part of the country and create a minimum infrastructure. In February 1977, two days after the legalization of the PSOE, Felipe González met with party secretaries from all fifty-two Spanish provinces to discuss the elections scheduled for June which, he said, ‘will determine our political life for twenty years’.33 González asked his comrades to make a maximum effort to reach 25–30 per cent of the votes. The machinery of mobilization and propaganda that the PSOE headquarters had been lubricating for months in collaboration with the Ebert Foundation was then set into motion. The campaign was methodically designed to respond not to the party program but to the profile of voters, dissected in a study funded by the Germans. The Spanish voters were more right-leaning than the European. They wanted modernity, well-being, progress and individual freedoms, but before the change, they valued stability. They rejected radicalism of any kind and were allergic to symbols linked to the Civil War, such as the republican flag or the raised fist.34

With funding from the SPD and other European parties, the PSOE organized 4,000 rallies in a campaign light on arguments and saturated with balloons, music, friendly messages and hardly any references to the past. For the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, it was the ‘most modern and most European campaign of all parties’, a colourful spectacle with moderate speeches, which contrasted with the hectic Portuguese campaigns of the last two years.35 With a rented jet, Felipe González appeared in the four corners of the country on the same day to participate in monstrous rallies held in bullrings and stadiums. Felipe was a man of the people, with a warm and engaging language, far from any aggressiveness, which presented the PSOE as the party best prepared to lead Spain to that idealized horizon of democracy and well-being that the Spanish fervently desired.36

In the elections of 15 June 1977, the centrist Unión de Centro Democrático (UCD), created months earlier by Adolfo Suárez, won with 34.6 per cent of the votes, although it fell far short of expectations. The PSOE exceeded the most optimistic forecasts and obtained 29.4 per cent. The PCE was far behind, with 9.3 per cent, and Manuel Fraga’s right-wing AP, with 8.8 per cent. With its spectacular result, the PSOE far achieved the objectives it had set for the first phase of the transition. On the one hand, it became the hegemonic party of Spanish socialism. On the other, it reduced the communists to an almost marginal position. In addition, it gave a great boost to the process of democratization by preventing the government from carrying out its plan to commission experts to draft a fundamental law and, instead, forcing the opening of a constituent process that would sweep away all institutional traces of the Franco regime. The PSOE, catapulted by voters to the status of an alternative government, would then work to consolidate its still weak structures, further moderate its discourse to win centrist voters and help its sister union UGT to emerge from its marginality and compete with CCOO. To achieve this agenda, the Spanish socialists, like the socialists in Portugal, will continue to count on the solidarity of their German comrades. In the following sections, we take a brief look at German support for the socialist trade union movement in the period of democratic consolidation in Portugal and Spain.

German assistance to the foundation of the Portuguese UGT

Portugal was terra incognita for European trade unionism before the putsch of 25 April 1974. A few days later, an ICFTU delegation led by its president, the German Otto Kersten, visited Lisbon and found a worrying panorama. The Intersindical had taken control of the corporate union of the dictatorship, which structure formally would continue to exist until a new constitution was proclaimed. Without a politically reliable partner in the trade unions, the ICFTU decided to act in Portugal ‘in close collaboration with the Socialist Party’.37 With the support of the ICFTU, the PS created the Centro de Estudios Sindicales (CES), which should promote socialists within the trade unions. But the project did not succeed. The PS lacked a workers’ base, and their leaders, now in government positions, disregarded union work. Nevertheless, the PS was able to win the sympathy of many workers for its strong opposition to the ‘unicidade sindical’ decreed by the military, which made the Intersindical the only legal union confederation in the country. In the union elections held in the ‘hot summer’ of 1975, the common lists of socialists and extreme left groups opposed to the PCP won in all the service unions. But socialists were not able to take advantage of the situation. In most of the unions, the differences in the new leadership were too big and led to chaos. When the deadlock was not resolved with a return to the previous communist direction, the socialists ended up losing control of the union to the experienced far-left activists.38

The socialists came out of the revolution extremely weakened in the trade union sphere. Of the 400 unions they barely controlled fifteen, almost all of them banking unions. These unions coordinated and launched the Carta Aberta manifesto. In it, they denied legitimacy to the leadership of the Intersindical and demanded a congress in which they were confident that the communists would lose hegemony. Far from being deterred, the Intersindical called a ‘Congress of all the trade unions’ which was held in January 1977. Eighty per cent of the unions participated, of which one-third were not integrated in the Intersindical nor in the hands of the communists. The communist leader of Intersindical was re-elected, and members of the other tendencies also joined the direction. The congress of the renamed Confederação Geral de Trabalhadores Portugueses-Intersindical Nacional (CGTP-IN) was a resounding success for the communists, who could not be accused now of maintaining their union hegemony by undemocratic methods.39

The ICFTU had already withdrawn its support for the CES months earlier, disappointed by its inanity. Faced with the prospect that ‘the last remnants of free trade unionism’ in Portugal could disappear, the German social democrats decided then to get massively involved in its support through the delegation of the Ebert Foundation in Lisbon. In view of the absolute disorientation of the Portuguese comrades, the Ebert understood that ‘we must take the initiative’. The first step was to conceive, together with the Minister of Labour, Maldonado Gonelha, a new trade union strategy for the PS. Presented publicly in April 1977, the ‘Gonelha document’ argued that the CGTP-IN was the transmission belt of a Stalinist party and that its democratization was not possible, making it necessary to work towards the creation of a second trade union confederation, now possible since the Soares government had abolished the ‘unicidade sindical’. The socialists should take control of as many unions as possible, integrate them into industrial federations and thus lay the foundations of a new trade union confederation. The Ebert delegate in Lisbon informed the head office in Bonn: ‘It is obvious that the new concept can only be realized with the help of the Ebert Foundation. We are therefore not only the initiators of this new policy, but we must also assume a large part of its implementation.’40

The main instrument for the implementation of the ‘Gonelha Document’ would be the José Fontana Foundation, which replaced the CES as a training centre. Funded and directed by the Ebert Foundation, the José Fontana Foundation was established in a villa in Lisbon’s diplomatic quarter and had a large team of educators, lawyers, etc. Faced with the dispersion of non-communist forces, the José Fontana Foundation coordinated with the social democratic Oliveira Martins Foundation, also funded by the Ebert Foundation, to create ‘unitary democratic lists’. With the help of local PS branches, the José Fontana Foundation recruited a group of workers in companies and provided them with intensive training. By September 1978, elections were held in 114 unions. In seventy-six of them, the José Fontana Foundation managed, alone or in collaboration with Oliveira Martins, to create an alternative list to that of the CGTP-IN, train candidates and organize the electoral campaign. Sixty-one of these ‘democratic lists’ won the elections.41

Following this important breakthrough, Mario Soares and the leader of the Social Democratic Party, Francisco Sa Carneiro, secretly agreed to jointly promote a new union, the União Geral de Trabalhadores (UGT). The founding congress, held in January 1979, was attended by thirty-eight voting unions and twenty-two observers. The agreed organizational model copied that of the German DGB, while its political programmatic line was defined in opposition to that of the CGTP-IN. The UGT rejected direct intervention by unions in politics, was in favour of social dialogue, and defended Portugal’s entry into the EEC. Unsurprisingly, the CGTP-IN did not give a warm welcome to the UGT, which it described as ‘an instrument (…) of the forces of reaction and imperialism’ that sought to undermine ‘the unity of Portuguese workers’.42

The accusation of being a purely political construction driven with foreign money and with no other objective than to break the communist hegemony in the labour movement was a heavy stigma that the UGT had to bear. If the socialists had complained about the dependence of the CGTP-IN on the PCP, they could not now boast that the UGT had no party ties and, much less, that it did not receive financial aid from abroad, as the communist union had been accused of time and again. However, not all European socialists were as friendly to the UGT as the Germans. Thus, the general secretary of the French Confédération française démocratique du travail (CFDT) said in 1980: ‘The UGT is an artificial creation, verticalist, strongly political, a fragile creation that does not rest on a solid union base.’ The UGT did not take off, and for years remained a minority union, very dependent on the two big parties that promoted its creation and unable to extend its influence beyond white-collar workers. Communist hegemony in the labour movement in Portugal was never truly in question. In any case, the CGTP did not have the necessary strength to defend workers from the violent wave of neoliberalism, which from the end of the 1970s onwards completely flooded the Portuguese economic system.43

Support for the Spanish UGT

In the spring of 1975, Spanish workers elected their representatives to the Francoist corporatist unions, and the majority of the votes went to the lists promoted by the illegal CCOO. The parallels between the CCOO, which aspired to transform the dictatorship’s so-called Vertical Unions into a powerful democratic confederation, and the Intersindical, which had already achieved this goal in Portugal, were evident and extremely disturbing from a German perspective. Given the limited success of the ICFTU’s work in revolutionary Portugal, the Germans did not consider channelling their support for socialist unionism in Spain through the ICFTU. As in the case of the PSOE, aid to the UGT would be articulated, on the one hand, through contacts at the highest levels between governments and, on the other, through the Ebert Foundation.

Thanks to the mediation of the West German embassy, the UGT was allowed by the Spanish government to hold its congress in Madrid in April 1976. It was the first public event of a democratic organization on Spanish soil since the Civil War. European trade union leaders attended, which gave the event significant exposure. The congress thus catapulted the hitherto irrelevant UGT into the public debate. From then on, foreign and, above all, German funds began to arrive generously. But this was not enough for the UGT, which had to start from scratch and create a minimal infrastructure throughout the country. The solution came with a secret three-way agreement between the UGT, the Suárez government and the DGB. Interested in weakening CCOO, the government agreed to guarantee, through a state bank, a loan to the socialist union of 4 million dollars from the Bank fur Gemeinwirtschaft, owned by the DGB.44

In April 1977 PM Suárez dissolved the Vertical Trade Union and introduced a pluralist model. This was a hard blow to CCOO and its project of ‘trade union unity’. Another milestone for the UGT was the fantastic result of the PSOE in the elections of June, which was followed by an avalanche of new affiliations to the union. In this phase of exponential growth, the need for training of UGT cadres was huge, and the Ebert Foundation responded by intensifying its training work with hundreds of seminars. In the first post-Franco trade union elections held in the first months of 1978, CCOO won, although it fell short of its objective. The communist union obtained 34.5 per cent of the votes and obtained 66,500 delegates. The UGT obtained 21.7 per cent and 41,900 delegates. The rest of the votes went to minority organizations and independent candidates. For the UGT, the result was a huge victory considering its virtual non-existence in factories and workplaces only two years earlier. In any case, the victory of CCOO had been clear. To prevent the communist union from regaining ground, the Ebert Foundation strengthened its collaboration with the UGT.45

The UGT now placed particular emphasis on projecting an image of a constructive organization with its own ideas in the debate on the new democratic framework for labour relations. During the dictatorship, the lack of legal instruments to channel labour disputes had fostered a combative trade unionism and a business sector accustomed to resorting to the police. Franco’s death had not changed this framework of labour relations in which CCOO had gained its strength and prestige. In response to the UGT’s desire to build bridges with the employers’ association, in January 1978, the Ebert Foundation organized a binational seminar in which five German employers and two specialists in labour law presented their experiences of social dialogue in the FRG to sixty Spanish employers, trade unionists and MPs. This and other similar seminars organized by the Ebert Foundation in various Spanish cities brought the UGT and the employers’ confederation, CEOE, closer together. The result was the Inter-Confederal Basic Agreement (IBA) of the summer of 1979, in which both organizations called for an end to state intervention in labour relations and for the autonomy of the social partners. The agreement was presented by the media as the end of the historic confrontation between capital and labour, which, in addition to helping overcome the economic crises, consolidated democracy and brought the country a little closer to the European model of socio-political organization. The IBA had a major political impact and paved the way for a system of labour relations based on social dialogue, sanctioned by the Workers’ Statute Law passed in 1980.46

With social dialogue, the UGT took a risky gamble, turning its back on the traditions of Spanish trade unionism. Convinced that workers would reject it, the CCOO launched a protest campaign and presented the UGT as a yellow union sold out to capital. However, the UGT would win the battle. By then, the cycle of mobilization initiated by the oil crisis was already in sharp decline, as it was the union organization, which fell from 54 per cent in 1978 to 22 per cent in 1980. Fear of unemployment (which rose from 2.8 per cent in 1976 to 7.1 per cent in 1978), and the conviction that democracy was still very fragile (as demonstrated by the failed military coup of February 1981), contributed to a general decline in the fighting spirit of workers, for which the CCOO had been the champion. In short, by embracing social dialogue, the UGT had connected with the zeitgeist. After years of pretending to be more radical than the CCOO just to gain the respect of workers, the UGT managed, thanks to social dialogue, to reconcile with its moderate spirit and present itself as a constructive union, clearly differentiated from its communist competitor and enjoying broad social support. No less importantly, the UGT forged an image of independence from the PSOE, of which during the dictatorship it had been nothing more than a lifeless appendage without a will of its own.47

The UGT’s growing popularity bore fruit in successive elections. After falling twelve points behind the CCOO in the first trade union elections in 1978, four years later the socialist union was three points ahead of the communists. It was the icing on the cake for a UGT that in just a few years had achieved an exceptional feat throughout southern Europe: breaking the communist union hegemony. A situation that was particularly celebrated by Felipe González, who had already confessed to his SPD colleagues in 1978 that the PSOE would find it very difficult to govern Spain without the collaboration of a strong socialist union. In fact, the UGT resignedly accepted the neoliberal and deindustrializing policies promoted by Felipe González’s government from 1983 onward, which led to a dramatic rise in unemployment. Just five years later, the UGT broke ranks with the PSOE and joined its former competitor, the CCOO, in a general strike that paralysed the country and marked the beginning of the end of the socialists’ absolute hegemony in Spanish politics, which they have never held since.48

Conclusions

During the Cold War, the SPD was the only European socialist party that managed to change its country’s foreign policy and influence European politics as a whole. German détente was mainly directed towards the dictatorships in the East, but also applied to those in Southern Europe. Contrary to Ostpolitik, however, the SPD’s pragmatic approach towards the Iberian regimes was low-profile and did not include, for example, official visits by Chancellor Willy Brandt to Spain and Portugal. The most relevant consequence of this policy of ‘change through rapprochement’ towards the Iberian regimes was their association with the EEC, which would not have happened if the SPD had complied with the SI resolutions. In the short term, this was a great victory for the dictatorships, but on the other hand, it accelerated their own obsolescence. The Iberian socialists deeply regretted what they saw as an unbearable collusion of the German comrades with the dictatorships, as Solidarnosc would do years later in Poland. But at the same time, the SPD became their main supporter. While French or Italian socialists could expect more forceful statements against Franco and Caetano when it came to freeing a comrade from prison, launching a publication or setting up a cultural cooperative, the Iberian socialists knew that the most reliable and generous partners were the Germans. Until the end of the dictatorships, the socialist parties in Portugal and Spain were tiny organizations, hardly involved in workers’ and social movements. And yet their potential was real, precisely because of the relevance that socialism had in a Europe that exerted a growing influence and attraction in Portugal and Spain.

It was not foreseeable, however, that this potential would explode with the virulence it did during the transitions to democracy, nor that European socialist comrades would play a very active role in it. If it did happen, it was only as a consequence of the unpredictable political earthquake that followed the fall of the Portuguese dictatorship on 25 April 1974. The real possibility of a pro-communist regime linked to Moscow being established in a NATO country led to a mobilization of the West to prevent it. European socialists bore the brunt of this operation, but their response was neither swift nor uniform. The main driving force behind and defining the ‘European response’ to the revolution was the SPD, which viewed with concern not only Kissinger’s fatalism but also the sympathy of some SI parties towards the Portuguese political experiment, which Bonn understood could dynamite the European détente. That the continent’s leading power considered that its most intimate national interests were at risk in Portugal was a windfall for the moderate sectors led by Mario Soares’ PS, which yearned for a massive involvement of the allies in the country’s crisis. This confluence of interests made possible a kind of ‘peaceful intervention’ by the West in Portugal that contributed unequivocally to the failure of the revolution and the emergence of the PS as the country’s main political force. The coordination between the European socialist parties that was finally established from the spring of 1975 onwards also favoured a common response to the impending democratic transition in Spain, which it was feared could be tortuous as in Portugal. Here too, the SPD would take the initiative, helping the PSOE to project itself meteorically into Spanish politics and to play a central role in the process of building democracy.
 
In both the revolution and the transition, the socialists’ main competitors were the communists, whose appeal in that decade dominated by a left-wing zeitgeist went far beyond the social movements they completely dominated. In the struggle for left hegemony, the socialists presented themselves as Marxist parties that aspired to overcome capitalism and disavowed European social democracy. Once the struggle against the communists was won, both the PS and the PSOE put ‘Marxism in the drawer’ and showed their true moderate and pragmatic identity. An identity they shared with the vast majority of citizens of Portugal and Spain, who, after centuries of humiliating underdevelopment, isolation and lack of freedom, could not imagine a more desirable future for their countries than complete assimilation into boring capitalist Europe.
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Ideological trends of a socialism in transition

The Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (PSOE), from exile to European Integration

Juan Andrade

Introduction

This chapter examines one of the most interesting processes in Spanish political history during the 1970s and 1980s: the ideological, doctrinal, discursive and intellectual evolution of the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (PSOE). This process led the party from the ideological routines typical of the exile period, which were rather restrained, despite old maximalist echoes, to the resolutions of its 27th Congress in 1976, a whole decalogue of epochal leftism, to then quickly arrive at the discourse of modernization in 1982. This analysis attempts to treat the phenomenon in a more complex way and to address it from a profoundly contextual perspective; an approach that emphasizes the socio-economic conditions, cultural paradigms and political practices that transcend ideological tendencies at a given moment, especially in a context undergoing profound changes, as in this case.

Exile. Between ideological routine, political self-exclusion and the attempt at European mimesis

From a political and ideological point of view, exile brought about important changes in the PSOE. After the initial years of revision, trial and error, and diatribe following the convulsive experience of the Spanish Civil War, the PSOE leadership in Toulouse did not produce a defined doctrinal corpus, although its congressional resolutions and the speeches of its leaders did move in an ideological terrain from which some characteristics may be extracted. These included an identity-based claim to the party’s history, a lack of theoretical pretensions, a sporadic, rhetorical affirmation of old revolutionary aspirations, very restrained proposals for social change in Spain, strong anti-communism, distrust of the New Left, and programmatic harmony with the major European social-democratic parties, especially the French Section of the Workers’ International (SFIO). In retrospect, it should be noted that the PSOE underwent considerable ideological moderation and a sui generis homologation to European social democratic patterns during its exile. This development was the result of a series of interrelated factors.

Firstly, this was due to the exhaustion, disgruntlement, disillusionment and division within the PSOE after the Civil War, and especially as a result of the critical reading that both the sectors linked to Indalecio Prieto and the remnants of Caballerismo (followers of Largo Caballero) that had reconstituted the party’s leadership in Toulouse around Rodolfo Llopis, not to mention the few heirs of Besteiro, had made of the revolutionary experience unleashed during the first months of the war. Another factor was the popular-front policy that would have taken them out of their natural ideological space by siding with the communists, inhibiting the support of the Western democracies for the Republic and thus causing its defeat in the Civil War. After the Second World War, the refusal of the Allies to end the Franco regime demoralized the party, deepened its divisions and led it to explore contradictory ways of ending the dictatorship.1 While most advocated the continuity of republican institutions in exile, without specifying when or how they would return to Spain, Prieto explored a pact with the monarchists that never got off the ground. Though Prieto stated that this pact would involve agreeing to a referendum on the future form of the state, Luis Araquistáin, an old radical ideologue of Caballerismo, advocated linking the dictatorship to a restored monarchy which would allow a return to democracy.2

This gradual change in the PSOE was due to the updating of its own intellectual traditions, which were originally characterized by a strong liberal imprint. The years of exile reinforced this vector, which had been present in Spanish socialist thought since before the Civil War. This is due to the fact that, unlike the Central European socialist intellectuals (for example, Wilhelm Liebknecht, Eduard Bernstein and Karl Kautsky, the relevant and very diverse intellectuals of the German Social Democratic Party [SPD]), the few intellectuals who joined the PSOE were not trained in the Marxist tradition, but rather came from regenerationist currents, from Krausism and the Institución Libre de Enseñanza (Free Institute of Education).3 This was the case, for example, of two important intellectuals, Fernando de los Ríos and Luis Jiménez de Asúa, who maintained their influence in exile. A schematic and mechanistic synthesis of Marx’s ideas from the current of French socialism led by Jules Guesde, a second-rate thinker, was superimposed on this vector. The prolongation of the dictatorship in Spain and the macabre experience of Nazism – the cultural origins of which were analysed by De los Ríos – only strengthened this liberal course, in that the public and individual freedoms that had been temporarily swept away in Europe and were still suppressed in Spain were even more revalued.4

The cultural environment of the Cold War also pushed socialist thought towards a kind of progressive liberalism, reactive to the tendencies that promoted the radical transformation of society. The discourse of totalitarianism drove it into the liberal camp to avoid any association with communism, which was equated with the recently defeated fascism. This was not a purely intellectual inclination but was encouraged by the cultural networks that enabled them to publish, disseminate and support their work, some of which were designed and financed explicitly to theoretically counter the intellectual influence of communism. The dependence on these networks was even greater for these intellectuals who had been expelled from their country, deprived of their academic and cultural institutions and associations, had their significance voided and destroyed by the dictatorship, and whose political and even personal ties had loosened or dissolved as they were scattered in exile.5 The Cold War anti-communism that permeated many European social democratic thinkers added to the strong anti-communism that Spanish socialist intellectuals had already brought with them after confronting the Communist Party in the Republican government during the Civil War. The most striking case in this respect is that of Luis Araquistáin. The former organic intellectual of revolutionary Caballerismo ended up denying the revolutionary and Popular Front experience in exile to theoretically justify his commitment to the incorporation of Republican Spain into the Atlanticist political, military and cultural sphere.6 Only a few socialist intellectuals, such as Max Aub, were immune to this anti-communist fever and managed to escape the dichotomous logic of the Cold War.7

The political and ideological development of the PSOE in exile contributed as much, if not more, to the perception of the social advances brought about by the welfare states built on the basis of the postwar social contract. The perception was even more intense and positive because Spanish socialists witnessed these advances first-hand in the countries where they lived in exile and from that vantage point saw that they were conspicuously absent in Franco’s Spain, even after the postwar period and the years of desarrollismo (developmentalism). The progressive management of the postwar social contract in the context of the Cold War became the practical horizon of European social democratic parties. This commitment led to an ideological reorientation at the end of the 1950s, especially in some social democratic parties which, although very powerful, had not been in government for some time. This was the case in Britain with Anthony Crosland’s The Future of Socialism (1956), which inspired the moderate wing of the Labour Party organized around the Socialist Commentary journal, and, above all, with the famous SPD congress in Bad Godesberg in 1959, where the party’s programme was essentially based on three pillars: on the economic level, the idea of socialism as a mechanism for distributing the wealth generated by capitalism; on the political level, the simple commitment to liberal parliamentary systems; and on the international level, the Atlanticist orientation.8 The PSOE in exile did not accept this ideological shift at face value. Indeed, as in the case of the SFIO, while its resolutions continued to contain some of the maximalist rhetoric of the interwar period, they were inundated with statements about the dangers of communism and political programmes committed to this triad, with no hint of links to more ambitious stages. Social-democratic homologation was influenced by the exiled PSOE’s dependence on the support of European social-democratic parties. Of all the influences received, the most important was French, logically so as most of the leadership was based in France. The involvement of exiled Spanish socialist leaders in the international organizations of social democracy also had an influence. Rodolfo Llopis, for example, was one of the driving forces behind the Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe and participated in the Federal Council of the European Movement, the ECSC Assembly and the preparatory meetings of the Socialist Group in the European Parliament.9 Among the socialist intellectuals who supported the PSOE’s commitment to Europe was Anselmo Carretero.10

If this was true from an ideological point of view, from a practical point of view the PSOE played a minor role in the development of opposition movements to the dictatorship for various reasons, including its suspicion of the new generations who disagreed with the regime and its self-exclusion from those spaces hegemonized by the PCE, the main opposition party to the dictatorship. Somehow the young socialists, both in exile and especially at home, felt that their lack of practical relevance was also due to their reticence and doctrinal stagnation. The transition from the 1960s to the 1970s left the Toulouse leadership more marginalized and in a different mood. In Spain, the opposition outside the party was gaining strength, and in France, after the upheavals of 1968, their model, the SFIO, which had been transformed into the Socialist Party, was opening up in a way that the Llopis leadership rejected.

As is well known, the militants inside the country, especially from the strongest organizations (Madrid, Seville, Asturias and the Basque Country), aided by young people in exile and some isolated figures, took over leadership of the party at the 12th Congress in Exile in 1972, winning the support of the Socialist International against the claims of Llopis and the rest of the socialist parties that had emerged in Spain, and installing Felipe González as First Secretary at the Suresnes Congress in 1974.11

Renewal and rhetorical radicalism

With the arrival of young people from inside Spain in the leadership, the ideological routines of the exile came to an end and the party entered a spiral of discursive radicalization that reached a paroxysm in the Declaration of Principles of the Political Resolution adopted at the 27th Congress in 1976, almost a year after Franco’s death. It clearly set out the party’s aims and raison d’être:

The PSOE defines itself as socialist because its programme and actions are aimed at overcoming the capitalist mode of production through the seizure of political and economic power and the socialisation of the means of production, distribution and exchange by the working class. We understand socialism as a goal and as the process leading to that goal, and our ideology leads us to reject any path of compromise with capitalism or simple reform of that system.12


It was a powerful statement of anti-capitalist principles that conceived of socialism as the final stage of history and the process of its conquest. In characterizing this model of society, the resolution (and other party doctrinal texts) moved between ethical preferences, utopian speculation, more or less rational deductions about the possibilities inherent in the material conditions of the time, counter-examples from the USSR and social democracy, and reference to actual experiences of cooperativism and self-managed socialism, with direct reference to Tito’s Yugoslavia. The party’s strategy for achieving socialism was based on a progressive and sequential conception of the process of transformation, which consisted of passing through various pre-established stages until reaching the ‘final objective of a classless society, with the consequent disappearance of the state’. To this end, the PSOE advocated ‘a method of transition to socialism’ that would combine ‘parliamentary struggle with popular mobilisation in all its forms, creating democratic organs of grass-roots power’ from which to overcome ‘the formal nature of political freedoms’. In the context of the struggle against Franco’s dictatorship, the link between socialism and democracy was based on a conception of democracy as the extension of the decision-making capacity of all citizens to all spheres of political and economic life. In its resolutions, the PSOE declared itself to be ‘internationalist and anti-imperialist’ and openly opposed Spain’s membership in NATO.13

The resolutions brought together ideas and references from different sources, ranging from the maximalism of the Second International (based on Kautsky’s synthesis of the ideas of Marx and Lasalle) to more recent revisions of self-managed socialism and approaches from other currents of the New Left. The PSOE’s theoretical and ideological formulations were the product of urgency and improvisation. Its Marxism was contradictory, combining orthodox residues of classical socialism, badly assimilated borrowings from the new, radicalized heterodoxies of the 1960s and 1970s, and reflections on the social democratic moderation it sought to combat. In short, it was a jumble of diverse ideas which served as ideological nourishment, thanks to their schematism and the unity that their aggregation under the then-attractive label of ‘Marxism’ gave to militancy.

Indeed, the resolution defined the PSOE as ‘a class, mass, Marxist and democratic party’ and explained what it meant to be Marxist: ‘We are a Marxist party because we understand the scientific method of knowledge of the transformation of capitalist society through class struggle as the driving force of history.’14 Luis García San Miguel, an intellectual close to the PSOE, went so far as to describe this resolution as ‘one of the most unfortunate texts in recent political literature’.15 He was referring in particular to the last paragraph, in which the party’s resolution stated that the scientific method of analysing reality was the driving force of history, when what it perhaps meant to say, or what Marx actually said, was that the driving force of history was the class struggle, not its method of analysis. Paradoxically, the resolution in which the PSOE so solemnly defined itself as a Marxist party, that is, a party based on Marx’s historical materialism, contained a radically idealistic statement. This paradox, and the lack of depth and theoretical coherence in the declaration of principles in general, showed that the officialization of Marxism at that time was improvised and fortuitous, and that the party did not have a more or less established intellectual tradition of a Marxist nature.

Marxism then entered the PSOE not as a link to the party’s theoretical-ideological tradition, but through the 1968 anti-Franco attitudes. For this reason, the party’s explicit renunciation of Marxism in 1979 (as explained below) should not be interpreted as abandoning the party’s doctrinal tradition but as the sacrifice of an important ideological reference point in the anti-Franco struggle, in which many, but not all, of those who decided to renounce it had sporadically participated. As we shall see, late in the transition to democracy, the PSOE leadership rebelled against the rhetorical radicalism it had itself promoted only a few years earlier, partly to distance itself from the stagnant leadership in exile. Seen in this light, the ideological evolution of socialism in exile in relation to the Republic was perhaps more intense than the evolution of socialism in the early 1980s in relation to socialism in exile. In any case, the leftism that flooded the doctrinal statements of the PSOE between 1972 and 1976 was the product of a complex set of factors with unequal effects.

The PSOE’s ideological radicalism can be explained by generational factors that affected all the organizations of the European left. It had to do with the emergence of a new generation on the political scene, one which was more confident in its capacity for transformation for a variety of reasons, including, for example, the sense of strength provided by its greater demographic weight. The young European socialists had also not directly experienced the Second World War, the suffering and exhaustion it brought on, or the inhibiting effects on political action that might be reminiscent of those that preceded (and in the opinion of some, in some ways provoked) the great conflagration, all the more so now that this new generation was enjoying a considerable improvement in living standards. In the case of Spain, it was a group that had not directly lived through the experience of the Spanish Civil War, much more terrible for the left insofar as it resulted in its defeat and organic destruction; a generation partly liberated from the fear provoked by the harshest years of repression. On the other hand, in Europe, a large part of the militant left rank and file, especially the working class, expressed in some way their disagreement with the postwar social contract, primarily considered to be a pact between capital and labour, often unfulfilled to the benefit of the capitalists, and ultimately as blocking the possibilities of a profound transformation of society.16 In Spain, where the antisocial nature of the dictatorship had ruled out any possibility of a pact, the unrest was, logically, doubly justified. In the same way, radicalism was fuelled by the feeling of living a narrow life, despite better wages, based on disciplined work, hardly compensated for by the lure of standardized and alienating forms of leisure and consumption, much more restrictive in an authoritarian regime like the Spanish one. The desire to ‘transform society and life’ also infected some of the younger ranks of the social democratic parties, especially in Franco’s Spain.

At the same time, the international context of the first half of the 1970s encouraged ideological fervour. On the one hand, in the so-called Third World, anti-colonial movements with various socialist tendencies were scoring victories: Cuba in 1959, Algeria in 1962, the Tet Offensive in 1968 until the final defeat of the United States in 1975, the independence of Angola and Mozambique from neighbouring Portugal in the context of the Carnation Revolution and so on. On the other hand, the repression of the democratic road to socialism in Salvador Allende’s Chile, far from demoralizing the socialist rank and file, led many of them to the idea of the need to resort to more rapid democratic strategies. Finally, the structural economic crisis unleashed in 1973 was initially interpreted by a large part of the left as the final phase of capitalism, even if economic recovery later actually strengthened it. Until then, the sum of all these events and processes had led a large part of the left, including the social democrats, to believe that the winds of history were blowing in their favour.

Another factor of discursive radicalization appears to have been Franco’s dictatorship, in three related senses. Firstly, the more authoritarian and antisocial the regime, the more combative the opposition parties tended to be. Secondly, the PSOE had spent decades without experiencing the limitations that parliamentary representation and government management tend to impose on political action and, by extension, on the discourses that underpin or legitimize it. Thirdly, the little weight that the PSOE carried in the social opposition to the dictatorship encouraged vagueness and rhetorical radicalism, since political impotence is usually a stimulus to ideological strength, as it was in this case.

Besides, many of the new PSOE leaders had been educated in Spanish universities (and some abroad) in the 1960s and 1970s, where Marxism, in its various forms and degrees of rigour, dominated left-wing circles and, in the case of Spain, anti-Franco students. This radicalism was naturalized in the cultural and intellectual environment in which the new generation of socialist leaders grew for a time. Moreover, the PSOE had emerged from Francoism very weakened and with a strong ideological anomie after the break with the exiled leadership. Declaring itself Marxist helped, for a time, to cover up this lack of identity with a doctrine that was attractive to militants and the more politically active members of society. Marxism gave greater meaning to the anti-Franco struggle by defining the regime as a political support for a system of oligarchic domination, while at the same time sublimating the party’s struggle by elevating it above the crude and sometimes tasteless reality, insofar as every militant action, however insignificant, was presented as in favour of socialism. From a practical point of view, Marxism – as an ideology that glorified militant effort and mobilizing action – was functional for a party that had been left behind in the dynamics of social opposition to the dictatorship. In short, Marxism provided identity, emotional tension, political meaning and mobilizing impetus to a militancy that was trying to carve out a niche for itself in a context of strong social activation.17

Finally, the radicalism of the PSOE and its adherence to Marxism was largely a response to competition amongst parties. Declaring itself Marxist was a way of competing by mimesis with the most active party in the struggle against the dictatorship, the PCE, which clearly defined itself as a Marxist party, and also with the other socialist parties, which were very influential in some regions and also defined themselves as such. However, it was also a way of building bridges, if necessary, to attract their militants or to achieve a fusion. Ideology thus functioned as an instrument of both competition and cooperation.18

Nevertheless, these ideological assumptions had little impact on the PSOE’s political line, which in the short term was to negotiate democratic reforms with the government inherited from Franco under the best possible conditions, while its medium-term goal was to form a government on its own, without agreements with the right, as in Italy, or with the left, as in France. The PSOE did very well in the first democratic elections in 1977, coming second with 29.32 per cent of the vote, well ahead of the PCE. These good results were due to several factors: the charisma of Felipe González, the support of the Socialist International and its identification with the parties that governed Europe, the survival of the memory of what the PSOE had meant in Spanish history (which had remained latent and was now coming to the fore), the success of the electoral campaigns, the support of certain media and that ambivalent, vigorous, yet at the same time moderate discourse that appealed to unevenly ideologized sectors. From this position, the party skilfully intervened in the Consensus of 1978, in the drafting of the Constitution and in the Moncloa Pacts, without suffering too much damage.19 But when it failed to achieve the results it had hoped for in the 1979 parliamentary elections (it won barely 30.4 per cent of the vote), it concluded that it had to put an end to its ideological excesses as soon as possible in order to allay the suspicions of those in power and to win over the moderate sectors, thus taking advantage of a situation that lent itself to victory. It needed a coup that would demonstrate as soon as possible its true nature as a governing party within the parameters of the realism of the time, and this symbolic guarantee finally took the form of renouncing Marxism.

The debate on Marxism: A catalyst for change and unrest

The debate on Marxism caused a cataclysm in the PSOE when Felipe González announced that he would not stand for re-election after the rank and file had rejected his initiative at the 28th Congress in May 1979.20 However, the leader and his proposal for ideological moderation emerged stronger from this crisis, not least because the same rank and file, feeling orphaned and guilty, demanded his return to the leadership, which was ratified at the Special Congress in September 1979. At this congress, the ideological statements were greatly toned down, and affirmation of Marxism was relegated from the central definition of the party to a marginal position in the texts. The party no longer defined itself as Marxist, instead reaffirming ‘its class, mass, democratic and federal character’ and then going on to say that it ‘adopts Marxism as a theoretical, critical and non-dogmatic instrument’ and that it ‘takes on the different contributions of socialism, both Marxist and non-Marxist’.21 But most importantly, from an ideological point of view, the sectors that had argued for the centrality of a Marxist definition and ideological force were under-represented in the new leadership, and internal operating rules were approved which would make it difficult for such ideological debates to emerge in the future.22

The contention over Marxism among PSOE militants was more symbolic than theoretical or doctrinal. It acted more as a catalyst for other aspirations or practical inconveniences. Those who opposed the Marxist definition sought to stifle a radicalism that they considered either rhetorical, because it was impractical, stifling, due to the degree of its demands, or an obstacle, because of the objectives it imposed. On the contrary, those in favour saw Marxism as a guarantee of socialist authenticity, voicing concerns about the concrete policies that the party could pursue if it came to power, and, above all, expressing unease about the course the transition was taking.23 This is why the newspapers understood the crisis as a challenge to the transition model and, regardless of their ideological profile, supported the sector led by González in one of the most passionate cases of unanimity in the transition.24

From a theoretical and intellectual point of view, the debate on Marxism in the PSOE was not very far-reaching, due to the celerity of internal events, the alignment of intellectuals with different internal tendencies and the subordination of many of their reflections to the immediate political line that one or another wanted to develop. In any case, notable debates took place in party groups and athenaeums, as well as being convened and then published by theoretical journals more or less in line with the party, such as Sistema, Leviatán or Zona Abierta. These debates showed that, contrary to its tradition, the party had become intellectualized, in the sense that numerous sociologists, philosophers and political scientists, many of them academics educated in Spanish and foreign universities, had been incorporated into its ranks and leadership, and insomuch as it had built up an infrastructure of thought and debate through study groups, cultural foundations and the publication of journals.

Several conclusions can be drawn from these debates on Marxism by socialist intellectuals in 1979. The intellectuals in favour of Marxism, such as Antonio García Santesmases and Elías Díaz, understood Marxism as a sign of the affirmation of the socialist objective and as a method of analysing the reality that was essential for achieving it.25 The critics, such as Luis García San Miguel and Ignacio Sotelo, argued that many of Marx’s theses had been proven false and criticized the dogmatism and authoritarian tendencies that they believed this doctrine inspired.26 However, even in the case of the intellectuals, the debate on Marxism was ultimately the superficial manifestation of a more concrete debate on the policies that the party could develop if it came to power in the context of the existing economic crisis. When the debate was openly expressed in these terms, as in the special issue of Zona Abierta, the tendencies within Spanish socialism became clearer, revealing some of the measures that were later implemented by the government. For Luis Gómez Llorente, the economic crisis made it necessary to develop structural changes of a socialist nature; otherwise, the socialist parties themselves would be forced to implement unpopular adjustment measures.27 For Ludolfo Paramio, adjustment and austerity measures were necessary to reactivate capital accumulation and economic growth, but if the teachings of Antonio Gramsci were followed, they could be used to promote solidarity between different social sectors, which would strengthen the future foundations of socialism.28 For Maravall, these measures were unavoidable, but they could be combined with a ‘strong reformism’ in certain areas, such as education, to compensate for the sacrifices made.29 In short, Luis Gómez Llorente proposed a policy of structural change without further details. Using the authoritative criterion of a revolutionary classic such as Gramsci, Paramio tried to give an ideological justification for adjustment measures designed to provide a purely capitalist solution to the crisis. Freed from this ideological pressure, Maravall tried to define a new form of social democratic politics in a period of recession in which the postwar social democratic recipes were no longer viable.

After the Special Congress, several events accelerated the PSOE’s electoral success and encouraged its ideological moderation. On the one hand, the fragmentation of the PCE, on the left, and the UCD (Democratic Centre Union), on the right, favoured its move to the centre. On the other hand, the reactionary coup d’état of 23 February 1981 revived the values of change and security around which the majority of the electorate had revolved, and around which the PSOE had also very audaciously revolved, making it the only party capable of keeping the army in line without generating excesses that would upset it.

‘Modernization’ and transition to a Europe in transition

Under these circumstances, the PSOE launched an ideologically cleansed discourse, with the aim of consolidating the democracy enshrined in the Constitution and modernizing the country. It is not that it moved from a declaration of Marxist principles to a new social-democratic, social-liberal or progressive-liberal decalogue, but rather that there were few doctrinaire declarations and many appeals to pragmatism. It is true that some theses from the usual doctrinal repertoire of the centre-left were expressed (the idea that projects for the radical transformation of society lead to tyranny and scarcity; the belief that the market is the best framework for the allocation of resources, as long as it is subject to regulation; the old Keynesian theory that capitalism creates wealth and the state redistributes it; and the concept that socialism is not an alternative model of society to be built more or less progressively, but a daily practice of producing well-being and equality without a predefined destination), but little else appeared. In fact, this discourse had little ideological content, in which the problems were no longer expressed in terms of conflicting social interests but in terms of problems inherited from authoritarianism, corporatism, international isolation and the weight of an abstract past that went beyond the dictatorship. It was a discourse in which the solution to these problems depended not only on the will of those in power and the support of citizens, but also on technical capacity, administrative rationality and the incorporation of the country into Europe, conceived as a space of normality and progress, conceived as a destiny, while at the same time as a wake-up call or a filter that would purify atavisms.30

How was this rapid, peculiar ideological evolution of the PSOE even possible? The crux of the matter lies in this ideological change being due to a multitude of interrelated factors that may be grouped into three levels: the context of the international crisis, the political dynamics of the transition, and the changes in the make-up and internal life of the party.

Regarding the international context, it should be remembered that European social democracy had defined its policies and outlined its expectations in the period of economic growth that followed the Second World War. In this sense, the historical mission of the PSOE was to build the welfare state that an anti-social regime such as Francoism had denied Spain. However, the PSOE came to power in an economic context that was not that of the glorious 1930s, but rather that of stagnation, inflation and unemployment, in other words, a context in which the development of a redistributive policy would require very strong fiscal progressivity or even the modification of power and property relations. Faced with this situation, the socialist leaders concluded that adjustment and austerity measures were essential, at least until returning to a growth phase in which the social democratic programme could be resumed. Their ideological change was largely motivated by the need to legitimize and rationalize this future government action and to gain access to a Europe in which the postwar social contract was somewhat under review.

On the other hand, the Spanish model of transition to democracy was a stimulus for ideological change and moderation. The negotiated transition process forced the adaptation of ideological statements to a political practice that was highly constrained by the process of negotiating reform between the government inherited from the dictatorship – which continued to control the state apparatus – and the opposition parties – which sought to channel or exploit the drive of social movements for democracy and social transformation. The transition then brought sudden changes of position onto the political scene, which led the actors to change their objectives, as well as the ideological assumptions that justified, sublimated or rationalized these objectives a posteriori. The case of the PSOE was paradigmatic, as in a very short period, it had gone from being an anti-Francoist force with no influence to being an alternative to the government. If declaring itself Marxist was convenient for identifying with a more combative opposition, renouncing Marxism proved to be a useful gesture for winning elections with a largely moderate electorate. In the same way, the PSOE had radicalized its discourse in the late Francoist period in order to compete with an influential PCE and not lose ideological space to the rest of the socialist parties that claimed to be Marxist. When the PCE took a secondary place in the new parliamentary scenario and the other socialist parties disappeared or joined the PSOE, the leaders of this party forced the moderation of their discourse to compete with a UCD in crisis, searching for cadres and voters. On the other hand, the PCE and the PSOE encouraged each other in their respective processes of ideological moderation. The PSOE’s abandonment of Marxism was in some ways a mirror image of the PCE’s abandonment of Leninism in 1978.

Finally, the ideological transformation of the PSOE was the product of contextual pressures and political dynamics, but also of power struggles and ideological battles fought within the party by militants, cadres and leaders who were embedded in these contexts and dynamics. Firstly, there was a struggle in the leadership bodies that resulted in the displacement of the most ideological figures (Francisco Bustelo, Luis Gómez Llorente, Pablo Castellanos) in favour of figures who previously had been ideological and then were no longer so, and in favour of others who came from more moderate traditions, such as Cuadernos para el Diálogo, among others. Secondly, the majority of the leadership mobilized the entire organizational and communicative apparatus of the party in order to re-educate militants in the new ideological paradigm, which can be seen by analysing the training school programmes year by year, or more simply by looking at the gradual changes in the people in charge of these, in a progression from left to right: Luis Gómez Llorente, Ignacio Sotelo and José María Maravall.31 And thirdly, the moderation of the PSOE was largely due to the replacement of the few militants trained in the political culture of anti-Francoism by new militants who entered en masse and had a more moderate ideological profile.32 In short, moderation was the result of pressure from above and a predisposition from below.

It was in this context, after these changes and with this revised discourse, that the PSOE won an overwhelming victory in the general elections of October 1982, obtaining a large absolute majority with 48.11 per cent of the vote. Once in government, the party’s ideological moderation only intensified. The PSOE achieved this overwhelming majority in October 1982 on the back of a social push for change, very broad moderate sectors and the country’s economic powers. It symbolically brought together all those hopes, doubts, unresolved matters, limitations and conflicting interests. Finally, the arrival to institutional power of a party that had not had time to build itself up organically required the inclusion of technical sectors that were barely ideologized and attracted others who were motivated only by the possibilities of promotion in the administration and the zest for power.

Spain’s new political architecture was built on unstable foundations, shaken by the crisis of the 1970s. In the most enthusiastic discourses, the transition was a process aimed at integrating Spain into European and Atlanticist institutions, seen as a space of progress and stability. In practice, however, it was a transition to a world in transition – not to the Europe of growth, the social contract and the welfare state, which in itself closed the door to socialist ventures, but to a Europe of stagnation, inflation and unemployment, where the social contract would be shattered in order to restore profit rates, and where the requirements for inclusion in the European Economic Community demanded adjustment policies against which any forceful ideological statement would be not only implausible, but uncomfortable. The only counter-experience of those years was that of François Mitterrand’s French Socialists, in alliance with the communists, with an economic programme which included expanding demand, stimulating consumption and promoting employment, all of which required an increase in the tax burden and the nationalization of some financial and industrial companies. Soon reversed, these measures did not produce the desired results and were used by Spanish leaders as an example of what should not be done in Spain. When the PSOE came to power, it abandoned its Keynesian economic programme and embraced the orthodoxy of the international organizations. As Joaquín Estefanía pointed out, the PSOE’s economic policy represented a continuity not only with Calvo Sotelo’s economic policy, but also with the two most important economic events of the previous decades: the 1959 Stabilization Plan and the 1978 Moncloa Pacts.33

The PSOE’s economic programme was launched by Minister Miguel Boyer and later continued by Carlos Solchaga. It started from a complicated situation: stagnation, 14 per cent inflation and 17 per cent unemployment in the working population. The remedy consisted of anti-inflationary measures based on slowing down demand and reducing wage costs, increasing tax pressure to reduce the deficit, liberalizing reforms to encourage investment and severe industrial restructuring to adapt the Spanish economy to a globalized economy through European integration. These measures reduced inflation and boosted GDP growth, but wages lost purchasing power and unemployment worsened, reaching 21 per cent in 1985.34 Resistance to re-conversion, unemployment, loss of purchasing power and deteriorating working conditions reactivated the social conflict that led to the 1985 general strike led by the Workers’ Commissions (CCOO) trade union.35

The government dealt with social unrest through a combination of punitive practices, welfare policies and imaginaries praising the possibilities of social advancement. With the surplus of economic adjustments, the remnants of the struggles of the transition to democracy, the pressure of its own ideological tradition, and driven by renewed social conflict, the government built a timid welfare state, with important achievements in health (the 1986 Health Law, promoted by Health Minister Ernst Lluch) and ambivalent results in education (the 1985 Right to Education Act [LODE], designed by José María Maravall).36

The first success of the PSOE government’s foreign policy was Spain’s long-awaited membership in the EEC in 1985. The other major event was the PSOE’s defence of Spain’s membership in NATO, which was put to a referendum in March 1986. From 1981 to 1984, the PSOE had changed its official position on membership from ‘no’ to ‘yes’, and from there to launching a campaign by the government and the state apparatus to convince the public. It was argued that staying in NATO would help democratize the army (ignoring the fact that NATO included dictatorships such as Portugal, Greece and Turkey), that it was a necessary condition for joining the EEC (which had already occurred), that it would not pose any risks for Spain and that it would orientate NATO towards peace (in a context of a resurgence of the Cold War and an increase in the arms race). Many socialist voters accepted a proposal with which they disagreed because it was put forward by the leader they supported, and they had to convince themselves of its necessity in order to overlook its contradictions. In the words of philosopher Manuel Sacristán, Felipe González once again showed extraordinary audacity in ‘taking people where they did not want to go’ and turning their ‘heads around’.37

The paradox is that while the social reaction against government policies grew, largely led by left-leaning social sectors, most of them continued to vote for the PSOE. Part of the party’s social base had also become accustomed to separating ideology from politics, leaving more room for the government’s gradual shift to the right, both politically and ideologically, which was eventually confirmed at the polls. In the 1986 general election, the PSOE renewed its absolute majority with 44 per cent of the vote.
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37The reasons given by socialist leaders and intellectuals in favour of NATO in F. Claudín and L. Paramio, ‘NATO: razones para no salir / 1’, El País, 16 June 1984, and ‘NATO: razones para permanecer / 2’, El País, 16 June 1984, and ‘Entrevista de El País al presidente del Gobierno’, El País, 17 November 1985. The replies to the former in Manuel Sacristán, ‘La salvación del alma y la lógica, 1 y 2’, the first published in El País, 2 July 1984 and the second in El País, 3 July 1984.
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Spain would be neutral, and Europe a factor of peace

The international policy envisioned by Spanish socialists in the 1970s and 1980s

Alan Granadino*1

This chapter analyses the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (PSOE)’s evolving vision of Europe and European integration in relation to its stance on Spain’s foreign and security policy. The focus spans from 1974, a pivotal year marked by the party’s internal renovation during Franco’s dictatorship, to 1986, when Spain officially joined the European Community (EC). This period is particularly significant in Spanish history, as it coincides with the country’s transition to democracy and its international integration in the West through membership in both NATO and the EC.

A widely accepted interpretation in Spanish scholarship holds that, in the early 1980s, Spain was so deeply interconnected with the West that any alternative to joining NATO was virtually unfeasible.1 Thus, by joining NATO and the EC, Spain was inserted ‘into its natural European and Western scenario’.2 However, it is also true that the Atlantic Alliance was not widely popular in Spain; part of the Spanish population saw it as an instrument of American hegemony in Europe and as a central pillar of bloc politics.3 In particular, the Spanish left – critical of the United States for having supported Franco’s dictatorship – viewed NATO with deep suspicion. These views are well established and supported in this work. However, this chapter emphasizes that while Spanish scholarship has acknowledged the controversies surrounding Spain’s full integration into Western structures – particularly NATO – it has largely overlooked the foreign policy alternatives proposed during that period. In particular, the various proposals for neutrality and non-alignment from those years remain insufficiently explored.4

Therefore, this chapter will analyse the neutrality proposal developed and considered by the PSOE from the transition through the early 1980s, shedding light on a topic that has generally been overlooked in the literature.

Regarding the second focus of this chapter, the EC, a central element of the dominant narrative on Spain’s European integration is the widespread Europeanism present in the country prior to accession. Political actors have often reinforced this narrative through teleological interpretations of the integration process. Drawing on Marius Ostrowski’s analysis of Europeanism, I argue that in Spain this concept has been used in a reductionist way, as if it were linked to the European Union in its current form.5

Although the existence of a generalized Europeanism in Spain in the 1970s and 1980s is indisputable, it is also true that among the different parties of the Spanish political spectrum there were different, alternative visions of Europe. In this chapter, I will also examine the PSOE’s vision of Europe. During this period, the PSOE conceptualized Europe not only as an economic and political community but also as an international actor and a community with its own security and defence needs. I will argue that the Spanish socialists’ vision of Europe was closely connected to their broader international policy, and that the evolution of their ideas on these issues was interconnected. By doing so, this chapter goes beyond previous studies, which have often overlooked these latter two, international and security, dimensions of Europe.6

Envisioning a socialist foreign policy for Spain in the transition to democracy

The foreign policy envisioned by PSOE at the beginning of the new democracy was based on two assumptions. First, the international policy of Franco’s Spain had been subordinated to the survival of the regime, which made the country dependent on the United States and international capital. Second, Spain belonged culturally and geographically to Western Europe, but it was also a Mediterranean country. Thus, culturally, historically and even economically, Spain was a part of both the North and the South. This peculiar position and the historical and cultural links with Latin America and the Arab countries allowed the socialists to think of Spain as a bridge between the North and the South. Based on this conception, the key objectives of the socialist foreign policy were to maintain Spain’s national sovereignty and independence, and to pursue its security, political, socio-economic and cultural interests – which were the neutralization and denuclearization of the Mediterranean, the promotion of a social and more democratic Europe, the development of Spain’s connections with Latin America and the Arab world, and the promotion of fairer economic international relations and cooperation with the countries of the Third World.

This did not preclude a strong Europeanism. PSOE fully supported the entry of Spain in the EC. However, once in it, the socialists wanted to work for transforming Europe in a more social and democratic sense, strengthening the roles of the European Parliament and the Council of Europe, making Europe an actor and a factor that would favour international peace. The EC, in sum, was a platform that provided the opportunity to develop a social, political and international third way between Western capitalism and Soviet communism.7

*

At the beginning of the 1970s, when PSOE was renewed,8 the party adopted an international position close to neutralism. Already at the congress of August 1972, the international report said that PSOE ‘denounces and repudiates the military pacts that, at the service of US and Russian imperialism, endanger world security and peace’.9 Two years later, in the resolutions of the Suresnes Congress of 1974, the party declared itself ‘hostile to all imperialism, hegemonic power and division of the world into zones of influence, as well as the existence of military blocs on the grounds that these are aimed at maintaining the “Status Quo”’.10 Consequently, PSOE was against Spain’s entry into both NATO and the Warsaw Pact and showed solidarity with the liberation movements of the Third World. This international policy appeared in the context of international détente and was consistent with the kind of Southern European democratic socialism that the party advocated at the time.11

The PSOE’s neutralist stance was reaffirmed at its 27th Congress in 1976. During Spain’s transition to democracy, the party more clearly defined its general approach to foreign policy. Its fundamental directions were: the recovery of independence and national integrity. This implied the objectives of achieving the decolonization of Gibraltar and ‘radically rethinking relations with the US’ by rebalancing the existing relationship of friendship and collaboration on an equal footing. It also stated that ‘no treaty of alliance or military relationship can be accepted that does not have the express approval of the Spanish people’. As in the previous congress, it was proposed that a democratic Spain should remain independent of military blocs and, for the first time, the party advocated ‘progressively adopting a policy of active neutrality insofar as it contributes to the cause of socialism’. Additionally, Spain’s participation in European integration was advocated, with the primary objective of promoting a workers’ Europe.12 The last point included a statement of solidarity with the Third World, and the will to ‘establish relations with the Non-Aligned Movement’. Finally, the PSOE advocated utilizing the United Nations to promote global peace based on principles, not on the threat of nuclear deterrence.13

Following this congress, PSOE began to openly advocate for Spain’s neutrality. However, it was not until early 1978 that the matter gained media relevance. In January, PSOE’s leader, Felipe González, gave a speech at the Club Siglo XXI in Madrid in which he said:

We want our country to adopt a position of active neutrality, outside the politics of blocs, which genuinely favors the policy of détente and international peace […]. If we are able to maintain a policy of neutrality, which does not forget our geographical position and our links to the West, our influence and respectability will grow enormously in Third World countries, such as those in Africa or Latin America. This leads us to affirm that Spain should not join NATO, even if it seeks some procedure to homologate its defensive system with that of its European neighbours.14


If we pay attention to the words of González and other leading PSOE members, the Spanish Socialists advocated for an active neutrality which, in the context of détente, sought to create space within the cracks of the bipolar confrontation. In this regard, the PSOE drew inspiration from neutral European countries, particularly the Nordic states, Finland and Sweden, while also incorporating lessons from the Non-Aligned Movement.15 Sweden, which had been governed by the Social Democrats from the 1930s until 1976, had developed an active neutrality that had allowed the country to maintain privileged political, cultural and economic relations with Third World countries. This made the Nordic country an interesting example for the Spanish socialists, who saw Spain as a country that, due to its history, culture, geographical position and economic potential, could act as a bridge between the global north and south, connecting Europe, Latin America and the Arab world. Finland also provided an example of the possibilities that active neutrality had in the context of détente. The Nordic country promoted peace, disarmament and détente initiatives that helped to ease tension between superpowers and in Europe. The clearest example of this was the organization in Helsinki of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

However, other types of international neutrality existed, and PSOE still had to define its own approach. On the one hand, there was the neutrality recognized by international law, as in the cases of Switzerland or Austria. These countries had a legal guarantee of the inviolability of their territories and, in the event of war, committed to refraining from providing military assistance to any belligerent party, while ensuring equal treatment for both sides. On the other hand, there was neutrality based on a political decision. This type of neutrality was a constant in the foreign policy of the countries that exercised it, but the countries that followed it did not have a legal status of neutrality. This model required recognition by other countries. Examples of this type of neutrality were Sweden and Finland. This formula provided considerable autonomy in foreign policy and could be abandoned at any time. Finally, there was neutralism or non-alignment. Neutralist countries were also outside of military alliances. However, their neutrality especially applied to conflicts directly related to the two blocs.16

With these options in mind,17 between 1978 and 1979 Emilio Menéndez del Valle, one of the PSOE’s experts in international politics and a member of the party’s international commission, outlined the type of neutrality that the socialists proposed for Spain in several articles that appeared in the newspaper El País
18 and in two longer articles published in the theoretical journal Leviatán.
19 According to Menéndez del Valle, ‘Spain’s choice in foreign policy must be neutrality. In our opinion, there is no doubt about this an option. […] It is also the opinion of the PSOE, expressed at the XXVII Congress.’ However, recognizing that Spain was integrated into the Western defensive framework through its pact of cooperation and friendship with the United States, and that neutrality required recognition by third countries, Menéndez del Valle proposed taking the initial steps towards achieving Spanish neutrality in the long term. In the short term, he proposed developing a ‘possible neutrality’, which would pave the way for achieving full neutrality in the future.

Drawing on the example of the Nordic countries and the system they formed, known as the ‘Nordic balance’, Menéndez del Valle proposed Spain’s neutrality within the framework of what he termed an ‘Iberian balance’. The first one consisted of a defensive configuration in which Norway and Denmark were part of NATO, Sweden maintained permanent political neutrality and Finland too, although with a Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance with the USSR. This configuration provided Sweden and Finland with a considerable degree of international autonomy, contributed to détente and did not strengthen bloc politics. The second one, Menéndez del Valle argued, would consist of Portugal and France, both NATO members but to varying extents (since France was not integrated into the alliance’s military structure), along with Spain, which would remain outside NATO while maintaining a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with the United States. According to him, this system could be feasible, as both superpowers would recognize that such a position would promote détente without weakening or strengthening the European system of alliances. Additionally, the Iberian balance would be advantageous for Spain, as it would provide the country with an opportunity to consolidate its national independence, maintain a degree of autonomy in international relations and contribute to détente.20

Although not everyone in the party agreed with the idea of developing a neutral Spain,21 the perspective described above was generally adopted, albeit for a short period. In 1980, Fernando Morán, who would later become Spain’s foreign minister in the socialist government formed in 1982, published an influential book and several articles on Spain’s defence. In these, he outlined steps to move in this direction, although without explicitly using the concept of neutrality.

According to Morán, in order to move in that direction, Spain should issue:

1.A formal diplomatic declaration stating its intention to serve as a factor of détente and its aspiration to contribute to the establishment of a new order in which military blocs are unnecessary.

2.A political declaration that opts for self-defence […].

3.A policy of total defence […].

4.A renegotiation of the agreements with the United States on an equal basis.

To which must be added […] defence and military cooperation with […] Portugal and France. This system meets defence objectives, does not disrupt international balances and strengthens our international position.22


In addition to advocating Spain’s international autonomy,23 the socialists strongly opposed the country’s potential integration in NATO and insisted that the decision should be subject to a referendum. Their opposition intensified after Spain’s Foreign Minister, the centrist Marcelino Oreja, announced on 15 June 1980, that Spain would join NATO and that the decision would be made by a parliamentary majority.

The parliamentary debate on Spain’s entry into NATO took place in the Congress of Deputies between 15 September and 29 October 1981. In the session held on 21 October 1981, Felipe González exposed the reasons why the Socialists would oppose Spain’s entry into NATO:

the socialist group will say no […] to the incorporation of Spain into the North Atlantic Treaty […] We do not want Spain to enter the Atlantic Alliance for security reasons, because it increases our risk in the event of a limited nuclear war […] It makes us a belligerent country […] it does not guarantee our territorial integrity […] it increases the possibilities of nuclearisation of our country […], it reduces our capacity to relate to countries that are key to our foreign policy […], it breaks the scheme of priorities of our European project […], Spain is not recognised as having its rights over Gibraltar. In conclusion […] we do not want Spain to join NATO.24


At the beginning of the 1980s, the PSOE had already abandoned Marxism and changed its economic policy and overall vision of a socialist Spain, as Chapter 4 in this volume has explained. Notwithstanding this fact, the party continued opposing Spain’s integration into NATO. Although there were different opinions within the party regarding the usefulness of neutrality as a concept, there was a consensus on the importance of developing an autonomous foreign policy outside the dominant blocs. This policy reflected how the socialists interpreted Spain’s international interests, but it also needs to be understood in domestic terms. By opposing NATO, the PSOE ensured that the Communist Party (PCE) had no room to appropriate one of the key battles for the Spanish left. Moreover, it provided ammunition for the socialists to criticize the government on a highly significant issue.

Fernando Morán, who had avoided using the concept of neutrality, recognized the value that mobilizing the neutralist sentiment could have for the socialists at the domestic level. As he put it, in the anti-NATO campaign that would take place in 1981, PSOE ‘will awaken a certain degree of anti-Americanism and revive the Spanish tradition of neutrality […]. The development of a neutralist tendency does not hinder us. It fuels our action’.25

PSOE’s vision of Europe

During this period, the PSOE’s vision of Europe and European integration was closely linked to its project of socialist transformation and its proposals regarding Spain’s foreign policy. At the beginning of the 1970s, the Spanish socialists shared the European social democrats’ view of the EEC as a project of capitalist economic integration, but also recognized its potential for achieving socialist aims. Proof of this can be seen in the PSOE’s reception of German Social Democratic Chancellor, Willy Brandt, 1972 proposal to create a more human and social Europe. Brandt’s proposal aimed to provide a social response to the accelerating economic integration that was paving the way for a future economic and monetary union.26 The Spanish socialists welcomed Brandt’s proposal, believing that the internationalization of European capitalist enterprises required a new internationalist strategy for the working classes. Moreover, this initiative was particularly relevant to the PSOE, because the party understood that ‘the future of Spain is fundamentally determined by the European Community’.27

At the same time, the political situation in late Franco’s Spain led the PSOE to fear that joining the EEC would internationally legitimize the regime at a critical moment for its survival. Therefore, the PSOE appealed to the democratic values of the EEC and its member countries to prevent Spain’s entry into the community as long as Franco’s dictatorship remained. The party strongly supported Spain’s accession to the EEC, but only once it had transitioned to democracy. Once part of the community, they wanted to work for the development of a socialist Europe, which they also referred to as the Europe of workers.28 This vision would not experience significant changes until democracy was established in Spain in 1977.

At the community level, the prospect of the members of the European Parliament being democratically elected, as would be the case from 1979, favoured the creation in 1974 of the Confederation of Socialist Parties of the EC (CPSCE), to which the PSOE was invited to join in 1976. The CPSCE spent the next few years trying to create a common European agenda for all its members.29 In 1977, a manifesto was adopted which, although not very clear about the ambition to move towards a socialist Europe, was clear in its intention to transform the Europe of the markets. The document proposed to develop an EC that was socially just, made by and for the citizens and workers. This entailed reforms in three crucial areas, namely the democratization of the EC institutions, the development of a common economic and social policy, and the development of a European foreign policy. The latter was supposed to promote international détente, global peace and a new, fairer, international economic order.30 European social democrats would also devote themselves to this last point through the Socialist International (SI), especially from November 1976, when Willy Brandt assumed its presidency.31

The PSOE shared the CPSCE’s idea of building a social Europe, but the party did not develop this idea too much. Instead, the Spanish showed more interest in the role that the EC could play at the international level, in conceiving the EC as an international actor and as a vehicle for Spain to increase its international profile.

At the Conference of Socialist Parties of Southern Europe, held in Paris in January 1976, Alfonso Guerra presented a paper that was later published, with slight modifications, in the magazine Sistema. In this paper, he speculated on the repercussions that the rise to power of the ‘democratic and revolutionary’ socialist parties of Southern Europe would have for the continent. Guerra did not mention social policy, but he made it clear that ‘American influence in Europe and in its defense policy (NATO versus the Warsaw Pact) can be broken by the political presence of progressive forces in power in the countries of Southern Europe’. With this, Guerra outlined in an embryonic form the idea that Spanish socialists viewed Europe not only as a community offering a framework for developing ‘the Europe of the workers’ but also as a bloc that could become independent from both the United States and the USSR, forming an international third way. This third way, he argued, should be based on socialism in freedom, promote détente, and, due to its attractive potential, would facilitate the unification of the entire continent in the medium to long term.32

On 23 April 1977, three months before the elections, a working session of the Socialist Group in the European Parliament was held in Madrid. PSOE’s international secretary, Luis Yáñez-Barnuevo, intervened, making clearer the vision of the Spanish socialists on the kind of EC they were willing to build.

Let us project ourselves into the future. The Socialist Party advocates a European future for the long-awaited democratic Spain. We want to actively contribute to the construction of Europe […]. It is evident that, for the Socialists, the preference for the […] economic unity of the old continent is not a lyrical idea. It is from our project of transition to Socialism that the concept of a free and independent Europe fits in. […] It is because we defend the policy of détente, peace, and security in Europe […] that we believe only democratic Socialism can effectively fight against the factors of permanent risk, such as the various forms of imperialism and the increasing encroachment of multinational corporations, both of which are closely linked to the uncontrolled arms race. […] The construction of Europe is the greatest adventure of the century, and the left must set its course.33


Just after the elections, on 26 July 1977, in which the PSOE became the main opposition party, the Spanish president Adolfo Suárez submitted Spain’s application to enter in the EC. In the years that followed, the socialist discourse on Europe began to change, although as the historian Carlos López has pointed out, this change was not linear. It was slow and discontinuous, among other reasons, because several ideological tendencies coexisted in the PSOE.34 Still, the change is perceptible. It consisted of an abandonment of the radically transformative ambitions and a greater acceptance of the EC as it was. Once negotiations for Spain’s integration into the EC began in 1979, the main filter that would determine how the socialists would interpret Europe would be the defence of the national interest. This period also coincided with the party’s renunciation of Marxism as an ideological inspiration. This resignation, and the moderation of the PSOE’s political objectives that followed it, were intended to make the party more attractive to as wide an electorate as possible. Thus, the PSOE replaced its project of transition to democratic socialism with a vaguely defined project of modernization. However, alternative visions of the EC still persisted, specially the vision that considered the community as an international actor that could promote peace and fairer international relations, and as a vehicle through which to enhance Spain’s international profile.

This growing moderation in terms of the objectives of social and economic transformation, combined with the maintenance of an international policy with transformative ambitions, would be reflected in the political vision that the PSOE had of Europe until the early 1980s.

These years also coincided with attempts by the social democrats and socialists of the EC to launch projects to build a social Europe. These attempts mostly failed. They were met with hostility from the companies, employers’ organizations, the governments and conservative parties of both the EC and the United States, and of the liberal and conservative press.35 The experience at the community level served as a warning to any attentive observer, as the PSOE undoubtedly was. In the context of the rise of international neoliberalism, plans to build a social Europe were gradually abandoned.

At the same time, the Spanish socialists developed the idea of a Europe that was a third way in the context of the Cold War. This was outlined more or less explicitly in the proposals for Spain’s neutrality mentioned above. In a more specific way, Felipe González spoke at the Eleventh Congress of the Socialist Parties of the EC held in Luxembourg on 3 and 4 March 1980, delivering a paper entitled ‘Europe, a factor of peace’ in which he said:

It is becoming increasingly evident that Europe is an important –fundamental, I would say– element in deepening and expanding an international balance that allows for the maintenance of world peace and, consequently, for gradually smoothing out global socio-economic differences. This is the only way to guarantee universal peace and move toward the goal of a just society. […] Among these European countries, the responsibility is even greater for those that are members of the European Economic Community.

According to González, this policy should be developed along three lines of action: deepening European unity, further strengthening ties with Eastern Europe outside the influence of the superpowers, and ‘thirdly, it is necessary—it is essential—for Europe to develop a coordinated cooperation policy with developing countries. […] [This] requires the creation of a European cooperation body in which all European countries could be integrated—with the exception of the USSR’.

González urged his European colleagues to immediately promote this European policy. Nevertheless, he also acknowledged that:

this framework, this project, these aspirations should not prevent us from maintaining close contact with reality. And this reality shows that Western Europe must also firmly uphold its current defense commitments, which involves maintaining a balance between the two major military alliances. In this context, I want to remind you that the PSOE considers it essential that the number of member countries in the Warsaw Pact or the Atlantic Alliance is not increased.36


The vision of Europe as an international actor that would be both a factor of peace and the promoter of fairer international relations was also understood as the framework within which Spain’s international role could be strengthened. The country could defend its interests while also contributing to the socialists’ vision for Europe by strengthening its growing ties with Eastern Europe, facilitating connections with Latin America and the Arab world, and ensuring its voice is heard in shaping a European peace scheme for the Mediterranean.37

The change of the Spanish Socialists’ views regarding foreign policy and the role of Europe in World Affairs

In October 1982, the PSOE won the elections with an electoral program (‘For change’) which, in its reduced version, known under the title of ‘100 measures for change’ included the following measure:

‘To achieve greater autonomy for Spain over and above bloc politics, freezing negotiations for integration into the NATO military organisation and maintaining the public commitment to call a referendum on our membership of that organisation’. At the same time, it supported the integration of Spain in the EEC, which became the priority of the government regarding foreign policy.

Authors such as Abdón Mateos, Javier Soria or Guillermo León Cáceres, among others, have pointed out that the Atlanticist turn of the socialist government took place from 1983 onwards. Notwithstanding this fact, in fulfilment of its electoral promise, the socialist government informed the Atlantic Council on 9 December 1982 that it was freezing Spain’s integration into the Alliance. It also announced that it would conduct an in-depth study of the strategic situation and hold a referendum on Spain’s continued membership in NATO during the current legislature, as promised in the election campaign.38

Between 1982 and 1984, the socialist leaders maintained what they have called a ‘calculated ambiguity’ in relation to the issue of NATO, without taking a clear position in favour of staying within the organization, but suggesting that such an option would be sensible, now that Spain was in the Alliance. On 23 October 1984, during the debate on the state of the nation, Felipe González presented ‘The Decalogue’, ten points on foreign and security policy for Spain. The first point already clearly stated that ‘Spain belongs to the Atlantic Alliance. This is an inexcusable starting point for political dialogue.’ González positioned himself against denouncing the NATO accession treaty, but also against the incorporation of Spain into the integrated military structure. On the other hand, González proposed recalibrating the relationship with the United States in order to progressively achieve a smaller presence of American forces in Spain.39

Shortly after the Atlanticist turn of the government, the official turn of the PSOE took place. At the 30th Congress of the party held in December 1984, the official position of supporting remaining in NATO was adopted. However, this position met with internal resistance, especially from the internal current Socialist Left, which defended Spain’s exit from NATO.40 This change occurred once PSOE was in government, and it was driven by a combination of domestic political pragmatism, international pressure (together with the aspiration of EC integration) and evolving strategic considerations.41

From this moment on, the party had to outline a foreign and defence policy that would develop the fundamental points set out by Felipe González in the Decalogue. On 22 May 1985, the ‘Peace and Security Commission’ was created, which produced a document entitled ‘Proposal for a Peace and Security Policy’, presented in December 1985.

This document sought to reach a consensus among the political forces in parliament that would provide continuity to Spain’s foreign policy. In it, the socialists acknowledged that their analyses prior to Spain’s entry into NATO had been erroneous. In the light of the experience in government, they declared that they had found that ‘Spain’s membership of the Atlantic Alliance has not led to any reduction in the exercise of our sovereignty or our decision-making capacity.’ On the contrary, membership of NATO had given Spain a voice in the international sphere. Also erroneous, PSOE argued, was the analysis the party had made of the international implications of Spain’s entry into NATO. Contrary to what had been said in the early 1980s, Spain’s entry into the alliance had not altered the established balances. The previous error of analysis was that the PSOE ‘did not take into account that the situation of international balances was based on the fact that Spain was already part of the Western security system through the Bilateral Agreement with the US. And that the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty did not add any substantial change to the de facto situation.’ On the contrary, Spain’s exit from NATO ‘would imply an alteration of the balances that were established with our accession’.42 With these arguments, PSOE would campaign in favour of remaining in NATO in the 1986 referendum, in which the remain option won. The fact that Spain had joined NATO would also force the PSOE to modify its position with respect to their international vision for the EC. Spain’s alignment made the idea of Europe as a third way outdated, which had been conceived when the socialists still thought that Spain could aspire to be a neutral country.

This change was sanctioned at the 30th Congress of the party in 1984. At this Congress, in addition to making official the change in the party’s position regarding Spain’s permanence in NATO, the socialists abandoned the visions of Europe that were not the one that already existed. The proposal that came out of the Congress was ‘to definitively link Spain to all European democracies and to promote the work of social and economic modernisation that [should] put us on a par with them’. However, PSOE proposed to continue strengthening the Council of Europe as the ideal framework to defend human rights, guarantee democracy in member countries and enhance the quality of life of Europeans.43

Negotiations for Spain’s entry into the EC were accelerated in 1984 and concluded in the spring of 1985, with the accession treaty being signed on 12 June of that year. The socialists claimed great success, as denoted by the triumphalist tone of their speeches. These alluded to the overcoming of Spain’s centuries-old isolation and the end of the Iberian anomaly within the continent. The grand visions of a socialist or workers’ Europe and that of Europe as a third way or as a factor of peace in international relations took a back seat in the speeches of party and government leaders.44

In June 1986, six months after Spain’s official entry into the European Community, President González, when questioned in a parliamentary debate by a member of the Communist Party about his view of Europe, argued that:

Europe is not a hostage to military blocs […]. It is true that Europe can and must play a more important role than it currently does, and it is preparing for this with the coordination of its foreign and security policy and the reform of the Treaty. […] That Europe, facing difficulties when it fears that its security cannot be achieved, when it begins to assess balances or imbalances, conventional or nuclear, and realizes that twelve thousand tanks versus fifty thousand form an enormously significant imbalance […] at that moment it decides that […] it must also be linked across the Atlantic, for its own security and for its contribution […] to peace.45


Conclusion

The PSOE defended a foreign policy of active neutrality between 1976 and 1980 (and in a less consistent manner until the first years of the 1980s). With this foreign policy, the socialists believed that Spain could maintain its national sovereignty and independence better than within NATO. They also saw it as suitable for pursuing Spain’s international interests, such as the denuclearization of the Mediterranean; the promotion of détente; the development of a democratic Europe that would be a factor for peace in the world; the development of connections with Latin America and the Arab world; and the promotion of a fairer international economic order.

However, neutrality became increasingly difficult to defend after Spain’s entry into NATO, as the socialists acknowledged that seeking an alternative foreign policy was not the same from within the alliance as it had been from outside it. In 1981, the PSOE were against Spain’s integration into NATO, committing to hold a referendum in which Spaniards could decide on the country’s continued membership. However, from that moment on, they stopped explicitly defending a neutral foreign policy.

The issue of remaining in NATO resurfaced in 1984 at the 30th Congress of the PSOE – before the referendum on remaining. At this Congress, the change in the party’s position regarding Spain’s permanence in NATO was made official.

Regarding the EC, from 1974 until approximately 1979, the PSOE viewed it as both a symbol of democracy and a framework in which democratic socialism could be promoted. The EC offered an ideal framework for the political coordination of the European working classes, which could help respond to the challenge posed by the internationalization of capitalist enterprises. This vision of Europe aligned with the views and concrete proposals put forward by the EEC’s social democrats to build a social Europe.

However, this vision began to fade between 1979 and 1980, and it was abandoned shortly thereafter. The most important factors explaining the abandonment of this idea were both domestic and international in nature. Domestically, the PSOE underwent an ideological update in 1979, which led it to abandon Marxism. The goal was to increase its appeal to a broader electorate. At the European level, efforts to advance a Social Europe largely failed, making such an alternative appear increasingly unattainable amid a broader ideological shift towards neoliberalism at the international level. Both factors are interrelated and help explain why the PSOE abandoned the idea of a Europe of the workers.

While this vision was being set aside, another vision emerged that, despite being connected to the idea of a social Europe, it could survive without it. I am referring to the vision of Europe as a third way and as both an actor and a force for international peace. Roughly speaking, it can be said that the PSOE developed this idea between 1978 and 1981–2. From that moment on, the desire to make the EC an independent actor clearly differentiated from both the United States and the USSR was relegated to vague mentions, which were eventually omitted after 1984.

Spain’s entry into NATO in 1982, the shift in the socialists’ stance towards the Atlantic Alliance, and the abandonment of proposals for a neutral foreign policy led to the idea of Europe as a third way with neutralist connotations becoming outdated. Additionally, the goal of integrating Spain into the EC for economic (modernization) and political (consolidation of democracy) reasons acted as a mitigating factor, making the risks of changing the PSOE’s stance on this sensitive foreign policy issue seem worthwhile.

The vision of Europe as a factor for peace took a backseat but did not disappear. It simply ceased to be an alternative to the EC that actually existed. The EC continued to be seen as an organization capable of promoting peace, détente, democracy and human rights, but through maintaining the defensive link with the United States in NATO. What Europe no longer represented was the hope of being a third way with its own, autonomous, socialist and democratic model, one that was substantially different from those of the two superpowers.



* This chapter is based on two previously published book chapters by the author: ‘De la neutralidad activa a la neutralidad imposible. El PSOE, la neutralidad española y la OTAN’, originally published in Quaggio, Giulia and Molina, Sergio (eds.), Imaginando la Guerra Fría desde los márgenes. La sociedad española y la OTAN (1975–1986), Granada, Comares, 2023, 63–80, and “La posición del PSOE ante Europa (1974–1986). Un proyecto político en transformación”, originally published in Moreno Juste, Antonio, Sanz Díaz, Carlos and Martín de la Guardia, Ricardo (eds.), Memoria de Europa. La adhesión de España a las Comunidades Europeas, Madrid, Centro de Estudios Políticos y Constitucionales, 2023, 267–284. Both texts were originally published in Spanish. The present chapter combines, translates, and revises selected sections from those earlier works, with updates and modifications.

1 Oscar Martín García and Manuel Ortíz Heras (eds.), Claves internacionales en la Transición Española (Madrid: Catarata, 2010).
2 Celestino Del Arenal, ‘Consenso y disenso en la política exterior española’, 13.
3 Florentino Portero, ‘España, entre Europa y América: un ensayo interpretativo’, La política exterior de España en el siglo XX, Ayer. Revista de Historia Contemporánea, 49, (2003), 214.
4 Notable exceptions: Abdón Mateos (ed.), ‘La izquierda ante la OTAN’, Ayer. Revista de Historia Contemporánea, 103, (2016). Also: Kostis Kornetis, ‘Cuban Europe? Greek and Iberian tiermondisme in the Long 1960s’, Journal of Contemporary History, 50, 3, (2015), 486–515.
5 Marius S. Ostrowski, ‘Europeanism: A Historical View’, Contemporary European History, 3, 2, (2023), 288.
6 Notwithstanding this fact, some authors have pointed out that the ideas and objectives the PSOE had regarding European integration were different in the 1970s and 1980s. See: Carlos López Gómez, ‘Visiones de Europa. Cambio y continuidad en el discurso europeísta del PSOE (1976–1985)’, in Luis Carlos Hernando Noguera et al. (eds.), Historia de la época socialista: España, 1982–1996 (Madrid: UNED, 2011); Pilar Sánchez Millas, ‘La Europa soñada, la Europa creada. Idea y acción del PSOE en la CEE (1982–1992)’, PhD diss., UCM, 2019.
7 Abdón Mateos, ‘La batalla de la OTAN en España. Un tardío ajuste ideológico’, Ayer. Revista de Historia Contemporánea, 103, 3 (2016), 13.
8 Abdón Mateos, El PSOE Contra Franco. Continuidad y Renovación en el socialism español, 1953–74 (Madrid: EPI, 1993); Santos Juliá, Los socialistas en la política española, 1879–1982 (Madrid: Taurus, 1997).
9 Le Socialiste, 11, n. 537, 21 September 1972, 8.
10 XIII Congreso. Resoluciones, p. 9. FBB 431, AFPI.
11 Alan Granadino, ‘La evolución del PSOE en la transición. Entre el socialismo del sur de Europa y la socialdemocracia europea’, Ayer. Revista de Historia Contemporánea, 117, 1 (2020), 75–102.
12 To contextualize these proposals in their European framework, see: Aurélie Dianara Andry, Social Europe, the Road Not Taken. The Left and European Integration in the Long 1970s (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022).
13 XXVII Congress of the PSOE, Transition Program. International Politics, FA 1292, AFPI.
14 Emilio Menéndez de Valle, ‘Política exterior y neutralidad II’, Leviatán. Revista de Pensamiento Socialista, II Época, 2, (1979), 77–94.
15 Emilio Menéndez del Valle, ‘The Transition to Socialism in Spain and International Relations’, International Institute of Social History, Socialist International Archives, 1166.
16 Thomas Fischer; Juhana Aunesluoma and Aryo Makko, ‘Neutrality and Nonalignment in World Politics during the Cold War’, Journal of Cold War Studies, 18, 4, (2016), 4–11.
17 Emilio Menéndez del Valle, ‘La neutralidad y las relaciones internacionales’, El País, 26 December 1978.
18 Emilio Menéndez del Valle, ‘Neutrality and Foreign Policy: The “Iberian Equilibrium”’, El País, 27 December 1978.
19 Emilio Menéndez de Valle, ‘Política exterior y neutralidad I’, Leviatán. Revista de Pensamiento Socialista, II Época, 1, (1978), 129–44. See especially Emilio Menéndez de Valle, ‘Política exterior y neutralidad II’, Leviatán. Revista de Pensamiento Socialista, II Época, 2, (1979), 77–94.
20 The previous paragraphs are based on: de Valle, ‘Política exterior y neutralidad II’, 77–94.
21 Enrique Múgica, ‘La defensa de España’, Sistema. Revista de Ciencias Sociales, 38–39, (1980), 147.
22 Fernando Morán, ‘La OTAN y los escenarios de defensa que afectan a España’, Sistema. Revista de ciencias sociales, 35, (1980), 152. See also Fernando Morán, Una política exterior para España (Barcelona: Planeta, 1980).
23 See José Miguel Bueno, ‘España y el movimiento de los no alineados’, El Socialista, 127, 23 September 1979, 3; L. D., “Mitin de Felipe González contra el ingreso en la OTAN. Neutralidad para España’”, El Socialista, 226, 7–13 October 1981, 24–5.
24 Journal of Sessions of the Congress of Deputies Plenary session n. 192, Thursday, 29 October 1981, 11.448 to 11.450. AFPI.
25 Fernando Morán, Spain’s entry into NATO. Box 117-G, folder 2, doc. 1, AFPI.
26 The German Chancellor first expressed this initiative at the Hague Conference in December 1969. See: Michael Newman, Democracy, Sovereignty and the European Union (London: Hurst, 1996), 81–2.
27 G. ‘Una Europa Humana y Social’, Le Socialiste, 30 November 1972, 7–8.
28 ‘XII Congress of the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party. A Lesson in Democracy in the Congress of the Renaissance’, Le Socialiste, 21 September 1972, 5.
29 Kristian Steinnes, ‘Between Independence and Integration: European Social Democratic Parties and Direct Election to the European Parliament in the 1970s’, in Guido Thiemeyer and Jenny Raflik (eds.), Les partis politiques européens face aux premières élections directes du Parlement Européen | European Political Parties and the First Direct Elections to the European Parliament (Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 2015), 51–72.
30 Andry, Social Europe, the Road Not Taken, 186–95.
31 Bernd Rother, ‘Between East and West – Social Democracy as an Alternative to Communism and Capitalism: Willy Brandt’s ‘Strategy as President of the Socialist International’, in Leopoldo Nuti, (ed.), The Crisis of Détente in Europe (London: Routledge, 2008), 217–29.
32 Alfonso Guerra, ‘Los Partidos socialistas de Europa del sur y las relaciones socialistas-comunistas’, Sistema. Revista de Ciencias Sociales, 18, (October 1976), 53–60.
33 ‘España y Europa’, 23 April 1977. Speech by Luis Yañez-Barnuevo, Box 67-H, Folder 2, AFPI.
34 López Gómez, ‘Visiones de Europa’, 5.
35 Andry, Social Europe, the Road Not Taken, 239–53.
36 Speech delivered by Felipe González at the Congress of the Union of Socialist Parties of the European Community. ‘Europe, factor of peace’, 3 and 4 March 1980, Luxembourg. GPSE-714, Groupe du Parti socialiste européen au Parlament euroéen, Historical Archives of the European Union, Florence.
37 Ibid.
38 Javier Soria Pastor, ‘El PSOE y el referendum de la OTAN, 1982–1986’, Historia Actual Online, 51, 1, (2020), 102.
39 The decalogue also defended preserving the non-nuclearization of the country; to regain sovereignty over Gibraltar; working actively in the European Conference on Disarmament and at the UN; developing bilateral agreements on defence cooperation with other Western European countries; to consider integration into the Western European Union and to develop a Joint Strategic Plan that would allow a national consensus to be reached on defence.
40 See Pastor, El PSOE y el referendum de la OTAN, 1982–1986, 103–8; Guillermo León Cáceres, Peleando a la contra: una historia de Izquierda Socialista, 1976–1997 (Madrid: CEPC, 2021), 179–90.
41 To date, there is no empirically grounded analysis on the external diplomatic pressures that contributed to the PSOE’s change of stance.
42 Chapter 7. A peace and security policy for Spain.
43 Resolutions of the XXX Congress of the PSOE, 13–16 December 1984, 78.
44 Some elements of these visions would remain alive within the Socialist Left current. On the history of this current, see León Cáceres, Peleando a la contra.
45 ‘Debate en el Congreso sobre paz y seguridad’, 13 June 1986. Box 112-A, folder 2, AFPI.



6

An unloved concept. The position of Portuguese socialists towards social democracy

Between internal pressures and external influences

David Castaño*

Introduction

The transition to democracy in Portugal had several singularities and specificities that make it an unusual case of success at the international level. Among these is the fact that the Mensheviks were able to defeat the Bolsheviks. However, despite being victorious, social democracy was for decades a concept that was frowned upon, repudiated and criticized by both the left and the right in Portugal.

This text seeks to understand and explain this paradox. Despite the clear influence exerted by European social democracy on some sectors of the opposition to the Estado Novo since the 1950s, the main political force responsible for the defeat of the Bolsheviks in 1975 only identified itself with social democracy in the second half of the 1980s, when, curiously, European social democracy was going through a crisis and the so-called third way and neoliberal paradigms were growing and asserting themselves.1 This text seeks to explain this evolution by linking internal constraints with external influences.

The origins of the Portuguese Socialist Party

The direct ancestor of the Socialist Party (PS), the Portuguese Socialist Action (PSA), was founded in Geneva by three friends in April 1964.2 It was a small group of opponents to the Estado Novo, composed essentially of liberal professionals from the urban middle classes.3 Several of its elements came from another organization created in the previous decade, the Republican Resistance, and their main aim was to distinguish themselves from both the traditional liberal republican opposition and the Portuguese Communist Party (PCP), a party where many of them, including its leader, Mário Soares, had passed before. The creation of the PSA is largely a response to the emergence of a new generation of oppositionists, forged in the academic struggles of 1962, who considered Mário Soares’ group too moderate and social democratic.4

The emphasis on socialism, whose tradition in Portugal, as Mário Soares would acknowledge, was not great, ‘nor particularly brilliant’,5 was thus related to a phenomenon of radicalization of the opposition driven by the spread of the colonial war and also by the growth and development of the Catholic opposition, which, in Soares’ opinion, to counter the traditional closeness of the Church hierarchy to the regime, proclaimed a more radical leftism. In this new context, it was no longer enough to be against the regime: ‘the mere sign of anti-fascism was no longer enough’, writes Soares, who notes that it was from this time on that a persistent campaign against social-democracy was developed, which became associated with the moderate and liberal opposition.6 It was from this traditional opposition, and from the Communist Party, that Soares and his group wanted to distance themselves.

Soares believed that there was a ‘wide political space to be occupied by a socialist party’ that would be ‘deliberately situated on the left’, that would distinguish itself both from the Communist Party and from ‘republican-liberal and Christian-democratic’ formations,7 and that would constitute itself as a force for dialogue in relation to the Communist Party through the affirmation of democratic socialism.

According to the Socialist Action statement of principles, this concept of democratic socialism was broad and included both ‘social democrats’ and ‘non-partisan communist Marxist socialists’. The same document repudiated the ‘ideological quarrels, inopportune and alien to the Portuguese milieu’ which in other contexts had ‘divided and weakened the great family of democratic socialism’. Socialist Action presented itself as an ‘organisation directed towards action’ which had as its main objective ‘the struggle against the fascist regime’ and the re-establishment of ‘democratic legality’. It advocated an end to the colonial war and the respect for the principle of self-determination, including independence. At the economic level, the SPA advocated the planning of the national economy, the nationalization of banks and basic industries, and agrarian reform.8

Despite these efforts to affirm ‘democratic socialism’, when Marcelo Caetano came to power in 1968, there was a renewal of criticism of the moderation of Socialist Action, which, at first, gave credit to the regime’s policy of openness and did not close the door to dialogue.9 About two months after Marcelo Caetano came to power, the Portuguese Socialists have responded to the call for greater participation in public life in order to create ‘a political climate without hatred’ and have wrote an open letter to the new head of government. They agreed with the idea, defended by Marcelo Caetano, that ‘a climate of freedom’ required ‘responsibility’ and presented a set of specifications for the re-establishment of ‘political dialogue’, which, among other things, included the end of the one-party regime, the consecration of press freedom and a political amnesty. In addition to these demands, the Portuguese socialists took the opportunity to clearly demarcate themselves from the Communist Party and its ‘totalitarian socialism’.10

This position was not well received by some sectors of the opposition, who considered that totalitarianism was exclusive to the right. The members of Socialist Action were accused of wanting preferential legality and a privileged relationship with the regime, and its leader was called an ‘opportunist’ and a ‘collaborationist’.11

In fact, after his return from S. Tomé, Mário Soares met with the President of the Executive Committee of the National Union, and the socialists had contacts with elements from the liberal wing of the regime. However, these contacts did not bear fruit. The socialists were well aware that their entry into the system would give arguments to the communists and the Catholic oppositionists to present themselves as the sole resisters.12

Faced with the absence of concrete evidence of the announced political opening, the Portuguese socialists once again published a manifesto in May 1969, but this one was quite different from the previous one. The document denounced the inexistence of any effective change at the political level, referred to the perpetuation of a ‘Salazarism without Salazar’ and called for the formation of a ‘platform common to all democrats’, provided that the various tendencies could be identified as such and were not completely diluted in unitary opposition lists.13 With hopes of true liberalization gone, the socialists saw the potential for a rapprochement between the forces of the left but wanted to safeguard the differences between them.

The efforts undertaken in favour of an understanding between the opposition forces were not entirely successful. In Lisbon, Oporto and Braga two opposition lists were formed: the Democratic Electoral Commission, led by the Portuguese Communist Party, and the Democratic Unity Electoral Commission, led by the socialists. The results were disappointing.14

The affirmation of democratic socialism and the transformation of the Socialist Action into a force for dialogue in relation to the communists was not accomplished. However, a more modest objective, which was to give international visibility to the existence in Portugal of a non-communist left opposition, was achieved.

In June 1969, a delegation of Portuguese socialists had attended, as observers, the 11th Congress of the Socialist International (SI), held in Eastbourne. That same summer, the secretary-general of the SI, Hans Janitschek, had visited Lisbon and had drawn up a report and a plan of action to support Soares and the Portuguese socialists. It was in this context that the IS sent an electoral commission to monitor the legislative elections that was eventually expelled from the country after being accused of interference in Portuguese internal affairs.

The strengthening of international ties was fundamental for the maintenance of this small group, with weak implantation in the territory, without any capacity to influence the working class, dispersed in some delegations in exile and with a weak capacity to attract another new generation which, influenced by May 1968, advocated more radical solutions.

It was in this context that, in 1970, the PSA updated its declaration of principles. The title of the document, ‘a socialist democracy for Portugal’, reveals the differences in relation to the declaration of 1964. The new declaration referred to a ‘deep inspiration’ in Marxist thought and aims at building ‘a classless society’ that can only be achieved ‘by socialising the means of production and exchange’ in a planned economy. In this sense, the Portuguese socialists considered ‘the Soviet socialist revolution as a fundamental milestone in the history of humanity’, as well as the social revolutions that had taken place in China, Yugoslavia and Cuba, although they regretted the ‘bureaucratised and concentrationist models’ adopted. In the same document, the Socialist Action repudiated the path of those movements which, while claiming to be socialist or social democratic, ended up serving, ‘deliberately or in fact, the interests of international capitalism and imperialism’. The aim of Portuguese socialists was then to ‘find in the debate of ideas and in the experience of social-political movements the living form of socialism in freedom and of real democracy’.15

Despite this update, in the early 1970s, the Socialist Action continued to be seen by the younger generations as a ‘neo-Marcelist’ and ‘social democratic’ organization.16 It was necessary to continue to radicalize the discourse and to broaden the small group to other sensibilities on its left.

International context

In early 1972, the leader of the Portuguese socialists reaffirmed that they did not identify with European social democracy, said that the experiences of Guy Mollet or Harold Wilson were ‘disappointing’ and recognized that the communists were right when they referred to social democracy as ‘social treason’. He accuses British Labour and German Social Democrats of being just bourgeois reformists, and praises Swedish Social Democracy. He also highlights the actions of the Italian Socialist Party (which differentiated itself from the Italian Social Democrats) and the French Socialist Party (which was committed to promoting a unity of the parties of the French left).17 The alignment of the Portuguese socialists is clear: They call for a radical transformation of the country’s social and economic structures, but maintained that these changes should be made democratically and in freedom.

Shortly afterwards, three months before the formalization of the common programme in France, Mário Soares advocated ‘a unitary strategy for the left that encompasses the working masses represented by the communists’ in the countries of Southern Europe.18

It is therefore an association with a clear ideological and strategic position which will join the SI. The Portuguese Socialist Action became a full member of the SI in June 1972, at the XII Congress, held in Vienna. The transformation into a political party was on the horizon. In his speech, the leader of the Portuguese Socialists advocated the construction of a Socialist Europe, called for socialist solidarity against the anti-democratic regimes that subsisted in Southern Europe and accused ‘the complicit tolerance of certain Western governments’ towards the Portuguese dictatorship. He also left a critique against social democracy, when he proclaimed that ‘the realisation of democratic socialism’ implied that socialists should cease to be ‘effective managers of a certain capitalism’.19

In the following months and on several occasions, the leader of the Portuguese Socialists sought to clarify what, in his view, separated democratic socialism from social democracy: Democratic socialism intended to implement a radical transformation of society; rejected the neo-capitalist path, and advocated a socialist planning of the economy, nationalizations and experiments in self-management. For Soares, the European Socialists should not limit themselves to a reformist management of capitalism. It is necessary to ‘destroy it’. Furthermore, in the Portuguese case, it was not enough to create a Western-style democracy, like the French or German ones. Portugal was an underdeveloped country, so it was necessary to create not only a political democracy, but also an economic democracy.20

It should be noted that in addition to this clarification, the Portuguese socialists make a distinction between the European social democratic parties: They criticized German, Austrian and British social-democracy and praised the positive results obtained by the Nordic social democratic parties (Swedish, Danish and Finnish), which according to Mário Soares, were not social democratic parties but true socialist parties, which only kept that designation for historical reasons. In this sense, Soares saw, in 1972, space for the affirmation of a social democratic party in Portugal, made up of elements from the regime’s liberal wing, increasingly disillusioned with Marcelo Caetano’s lack of political openness.21 At this time, the socialist leader did not look down on the possibility of two parties coexisting in Portugal (a socialist party and a social democratic party), as was the case in Italy.

The foundation of the Portuguese Socialist Party

In April 1973, Socialist Action was transformed into the Socialist Party. Founded with the support of European social democracy, in particular the German one that provided the facilities for holding the meeting of the Portuguese socialists, the new party adopted, however, a highly critical discourse in relation to the political practices of its international partners.

At the beginning of the meeting, Mário Soares referred again to the confusion between socialism and social democracy and clearly defined his position, rejecting to be a ‘loyal manager of capitalism’ in a reformist context. In this sense, he once again criticized social democracy and defended ‘a true revolution’ that would transform the country’s traditional structures.22

This position is due to the fact that one of the main arguments used by the Socialist Action leadership to defend the transformation into a party was the need to create a larger structure capable of attracting the forces and movements that were on its left (dissidents from the Communist Party, left-wing Catholics, students and trade union activists). The priority was to prevent the creation of another political formation around leftist Catholics who were to be welcomed into the PS, ‘however far to the left they considered themselves’. For this, it was necessary that the future Socialist Party would have ‘ductile reception structures’ that would allow these sensibilities to feel ‘in their proper place’. It was also essential that the new party assumes itself as a ‘truly left-wing force – and not as the Portuguese variant of a certain European social democracy’.23

The other aim of the transformation into a party was to ensure that the socialists could speak as equals with the communists and build bridges with the main opposition party, the Portuguese Communist Party, along the lines implemented in France.

The decision to take this step was not unanimous. Several delegates considered that, given the socialists’ organizational weaknesses, the transformation into a party was premature. They feared that, instead of constituting a reinforcement of autonomy in relation to the Communist Party, the transformation into a party would, in the long run, lead to a frentist policy subservient to the interests of the communists.24

The task of drafting the new programmatic documents of the newly constituted party was precisely entrusted to a small group of new militants who had left the communist party. The declaration of principles of the Socialist Party proposed to ‘achieve the synthesis of the various currents aspiring to socialism in freedom’ and criticized both the ‘bureaucratic and totalitarian models which, for historical reasons and contrary to the essential inspiration of Marxism, socialism has followed in certain countries’ and ‘the mirages of societies which only formally present themselves as democratic’. In relation to the latter, the Portuguese socialists vehemently repudiated all movements which, although claiming to be ‘social democratic’ or ‘socialist’, ended up conserving, ‘deliberately or in fact, the structures of capitalism and serving the interests of imperialism’. The main aim of the Socialist Party was the ‘building of a classless society’ which would be achieved through the complementarity between representative democracy and grassroots democracy, based on trade unions, cooperatives and self-management. In line with this position, the party’s programme advocated a ‘process of rapid economic development’, based on economic planning, land reform and the nationalization of enterprises, with the private sector being reduced to ‘the non-decisive areas’ of the economy.25 In other words, the Portuguese socialists intended to establish a pluralist parliamentary democracy, with some concessions to models of grassroots democracy, essentially in the economic field, where they advocated a profound break with the capitalist system.

When the party leadership met to approve the final versions of these documents, there was a division between moderates and radicals. Although the socialist leader’s public statements were very close to the latter, Soares considered that ‘in the European context of the time’ the programme was ‘excessively radical and unrealistic’, namely regarding the extent of nationalizations and the marginalization of private initiative.26 His main concern was not to hurt the different sensibilities that he sought to attract and keep in the party. The victory of the most radical line did not prevent the party leader from seeking to minimize its impact. Soares accepted the more radical version but decided to write an introduction in which he explained that ‘controversial solutions of a particularly polemical kind’ had been adopted, which were far from unanimous.27 Ambiguity is thus a genetic mark of the Socialist Party.

This ambiguity would soon be put to the test when, following the fall of the Estado Novo, the country witnessed profound political, economic and social transformations that paved the way for the implementation of many of the programmatic measures advocated by the Portuguese socialists who, rejecting both the socialist models of Eastern Europe and the social democratic models of Western Europe, sought to achieve a compromise between a pluralist democratic-parliamentary model and a break with the capitalist organization of the economy.

In the meantime, following the strategy outlined by Mário Soares, the leadership of the new party committed itself to establishing bridges with the great opposition party, the Communist Party. The Portuguese Socialists wanted to adopt the model proposed and implemented by the French Socialist Party,28 but with some nuances.

In the report presented at the founding meeting of the Socialist Party, Soares evoked the ‘experience of the French socialists’, referred to the ‘virtualities’ of the ‘alliance with the communists’ and argued that it could be replicated in Portugal, rejecting the theses of those who feared that such a strategy would facilitate the absorption of the socialists by the communists. On the contrary, the socialist leader maintained that the implementation of a unitary strategy could contribute to the evolution of the Portuguese Communist Party and help it free itself from Stalinism, as the communist parties of France, Italy and Spain had done before. But, fundamentally, the reasons given by Soares to defend an alliance with the communists were related to the recognition of the weaknesses and insufficiencies of the Portuguese socialists: the Communist Party was ‘the most structured party organisation in Portugal’ and had ‘an effective (and traditional) implantation in the working class’.29

In other words, Soares not only wanted an understanding with a larger, better-structured party, with a real implantation in the social strata that the socialists claimed to represent. He wanted to transform the Communist Party and was ready to make an understanding with the communists as long as they accepted party pluralism and gave up their historical hegemonic pretensions over the rest of the opposition. It was a very risky strategy. The doubts of the militants who remained in Portugal, notably Salgado Zenha, who had spoken out against the transformation of Ação Socialista into a party and against the alliance with the communists, were understandable and justified.

But Soares did not advocate an alliance only with the communists: ‘The Communist Party can and should be an important ally, but not the only one’,30 he said. His strategy was broader and included the promotion of agreements with other political forces to the right of the Socialist Party. Although it was not yet structured, Soares referred to the strong probability that dissidents from the liberal wing of the regime would pass to the opposition and would constitute a political ‘third force’, centrist, that would include the ‘liberals’ and the right-wing ‘social democrats’.31 It is the beginning of the idea of the Socialist Party as a pivotal party, capable of establishing bridges and agreements both to its left (PCP) and to its right (centrists).

It was in this context that the leaderships of the Socialist Party and the Communist Party met in Paris in September 1973, in a venue provided by the French Socialist Party. The initiative came from the Portuguese socialists and the meeting resulted in a ‘Common Communiqué’ in which the two parties committed themselves, once the regime was overthrown, to put an end to the colonial war, re-establish fundamental liberties, free the country from the ‘domination of the monopolies and from submission to imperialism’ and in which both proposed the constitution of a ‘provisional government’ that would promote ‘truly free elections for the Constituent Assembly’.32 Symbol of this new phase in relations between socialists and communists, in the 1973 elections the opposition again presented itself to the electorate in a single list which at the end of the electoral campaign gave up and called for abstention, arguing that the elections would be neither free nor fair. In March 1974, the socialist and communist leaders met again in Paris and drew up a new joint document which followed the line of the previous one and was to be released in April, but events in Portugal eclipsed its publication. On the eve of the fall of the Estado Novo, the Portuguese socialists clearly repudiated social democracy and were deeply committed to promoting an alliance with the communists but differed from their French counterparts as they sought to balance this rapprochement with the Communist Party with the constitution of a unitary front that also included those disillusioned with Marcelo Caetano. The military coup that put an end to the longest dictatorship in Western Europe created a new dynamic that would test the strategy that had been followed.

From theory to practice

Although the events of the early hours of 25 April had relegated to a second plan the release of the joint communiqué that had been planned for that day, the socialists endeavoured to ensure that what had been agreed with the communists would be implemented. The first concern was to obtain recognition of the political parties and to include the Communist Party in this recognition. Having achieved this goal, the socialists sought to integrate representatives of the PCP into the provisional government.33 The idea was to commit the communists to the new political situation and prevent them from capitalizing on and benefiting from any erosion of the solution found.

Portugal thus became a laboratory where the left-wing unity strategy advocated by Mitterrand could be applied. In July 1975, the French socialist leader visited Portugal. This was the first visit of a European socialist leader since the fall of the Estado Novo. Mitterrand called for the unity of the left, which he considered essential for the consolidation of democracy, and criticized the contradictions of social democracy, saying that not all the parties claiming to be left were in fact left-wing.34 During the course of this visit, Mário Soares expressed his interest in following Mitterrand’s strategy for an understanding with the communists.35 However, the Communist Party had its own strategy, and the priority was not relations with the socialists but with those who effectively held power, that is, the military.

At the first meeting of the Central Committee of the PCP held after 25 April, the communists established that their priority was the maintenance of the Armed Force Movement (AFM) and the deepening of ties with those responsible for the fall of the Estado Novo. Contacts with the military were encouraged, and the communists created a structure, directed by Cunhal, which had the objective of monitoring relations with the AFM.36 For the communists, the relationship with the socialists was a secondary issue, but it was fundamentally due to the PS that the PCP was part of the first provisional government, which also included the Portuguese Democratic Movement (PDM), the unitary movement that had grouped the various opposition tendencies in the last years of the New State, and the Popular Democratic Party (PDP), founded in May 1974 by former elements of the liberal wing that had broken with Marcelo Caetano, which defined itself as a centre-left social democratic party.37

The constitution of the first provisional government fulfilled the aims of the socialists, who thus asserted themselves as a left-wing party, playing a pivotal role between the communists and the social democrats. The idea was to conclude a ‘contract of progress’ between the PS, the PCP and the PDP, which would enable the realization of a ‘socialism in freedom’, through an exclusively Portuguese model.38

However, the rapid evolution of the politico-military situation would call this strategy into question and compromise the good relations between socialists and communists. The polemics surrounding the transformation of the PDM into a party, which was supported by the communists and some socialist sectors but rejected by the leadership of the Socialist Party, the institutionalization of the AFM and the presence of the military in the Constituent Assembly, which was defended by the PCP but refused by the PS, and finally the question of the existence of a single trade union central, advocated by the communists and the AFM, would create an unbridgeable gap between the two parties.

This disengagement began to take place after 28 September, which revealed a coordination and articulation of positions between the PCP and the AFM that led to the fall of President Spínola and his replacement by Costa Gomes. Soares would continue to defend understandings between ‘the parties of the working classes (…) especially the unity of the socialist party and the communist party’, but he did not hesitate to publicly criticize the dictatorships established ‘in the name of the people’, the one-party models, and to state that the PCP did not and could not express the thoughts of all Portuguese people.39 In an interview given to an influential weekly newspaper in October 1974, when confronted with the hypothesis of forming a Popular Front between socialists and communists for the Constituent Assembly elections, the socialist leader avoided answering the question. After the interview he went back and asked to change his statement,40 ‘an alliance of a more intimate and organic style between the PCP and the PS’ should not be excluded, but for this it would be necessary to reach ‘an agreement on the medium-and long-term objectives, on the means of action and on a programme’ which should be made public.41 This clarification did not mean that Soares continued to defend an alliance with the communists. It only revealed, as was well identified by the North American diplomacy,42 a concern to avoid hostilize the left wing of the Socialist Party, which remained committed to the formation of a popular front.

The project of establishing a common programme in Portugal, like the one drawn up in France, was increasingly becoming a mirage. However, Mitterrand remained committed to exporting his model to Southern Europe. By this time, it was reported that the French Socialist leader intended to foster alliances between socialists, communists and other left-wing forces in Portugal, Spain, France and Italy and that the French Socialist Party would give its full support to the socialist parties to move in this direction and broaden ‘the international struggle of Socialism’.43

Soares would go on to argue that in order to establish such a programme, it would be necessary to ‘formulate concrete propositions’ and to outline what objectives were intended to be achieved.44 But he was no longer committed to it; he knew that the communists, despite their constant public calls for unity, were not interested in discussing it in the terms proposed by the socialists, so there were no conditions for an understanding.

This position of the leadership was not supported by the entire party. Several sensibilities remained committed to strengthen ties with the communists and to implement frentist strategies. After April 1974, the Socialist Party had a great growth. Many of the new militants fully embraced the programme and the declaration of principles which contained radical proposals. As the revolutionary path gained momentum and strength, an increasingly large group of socialist militants began to defend a clear rapprochement with the PCP and the Armed Forces Movement. What should be the priority? An exclusively left-oriented or a broader agreement? At stake were different visions about the country’s political future. Should the priority be the implementation of socialism or a Western-type representative democratic regime?

The confrontation between these two visions took place at the 1st Congress of the Party, held in Lisbon in December 1974.

The party leadership continued to deny both social democracy and the socialist models of Eastern Europe and to defend the ‘destruction of capitalism – and not the simple correction of its most glaring injustices’, but argued that it was necessary to wait to implement socialism. First, it was necessary to guarantee ‘freedom, justice and tolerance’. Although Soares defended with the same conviction the success of pluralist democracy and the success of the revolutionary experiment underway, the socialist leader stated that the priority was to guarantee the success of pluralist democracy, arguing that despite political freedoms had ‘certainly formal aspects’ that eluded ‘serious inequalities’, these should not be renounced since the vote expressed in free elections was ‘the only sure criterion for legitimising power’.45

This position of the party leadership was strongly criticized by a group of socialist militants, led by Manuel Serra, a prominent element of the Catholic opposition, who had joined the PS at the end of May 1974 and had formed an autonomous group within the party. This group accused the leadership of being too moderate, clearly advocated the revolutionary path and put Soares’ leadership at risk.

Faced with this threat, party leadership prepared a counter-offensive, which involved the formation of a third group, which defined itself as social democrat. The idea was that Soares could assert himself as a unifying element of the party, a third way between the social democratic group and the radical sector.46 The success of this strategy led, shortly after the Congress, to the departure of the radical group from the party and also halted a split of a social democratic sector, which unhappy with the radicalization of the party was preparing to join the Popular Democratic Party and to promote the accession of this party to the SI.47 This internal clarification had no impact on the party’s programmatic documents. The rejection of social democracy was maintained, and there was even a radicalization of the programme in the field of economic policy.

In the aftermath of the congress, Soares stated that there was no possibility of an understanding with the PCP although he recognized that after his return from exile he had advocated a coalition between the socialists and communists, based on a common programme similar to the French one, but that ‘the Communist Party never intended to follow it up’. On the same occasion, the reconfirmed leader of the PS continued to reject the hypothesis that he would become a loyal manager of capitalism and criticized the ‘revolutionary verbalism’. At the end of 1974, Mário Soares continued to publicly defend that Portugal should apply a singular model that did not follow the social democratic models of the super-developed countries of Europe, nor that of popular democracies where freedom did not exist.48 It was, therefore, essentially due to the indifference of the Communist Party that in the first months after the fall of the Estado Novo, relations between the two parties did not intensify. In this period, aware of the weaknesses and frailties of the PS, the party leadership encouraged and supported not only the recognition and legalization of the PCP but also the participation of communists in the provisional government.

The difficult and slow recognition of social democracy

This strategy was accompanied by a highly critical discourse in relation to social democracy, an ideology that was embraced by the PDP, which was also part of the governing coalition. Throughout 1975, despite the strong support received from various European social democratic parties, Portuguese socialists continued to argue that, given the economic, social and cultural context, social democracy had no applicability in Portugal.49 The socialists refused to be associated with social democracy but, at the same time, they began to reject that the Popular Democratic Party could be considered a social democratic party: it was necessary to ensure that the Socialist Party would continue to be the only Portuguese party affiliated to the Socialist International and its privileged interlocutor. This was achieved.

In October 1974, a delegation of Nordic social democratic parties, headed by the Swedish Prime Minister Olof Palme, arrived in Lisbon. The invitation came from the socialist leader, and the reception of the visitors was marked by incidents between militants from the Socialist Party and those from the Popular Democratic Party. On one side, elements of the socialist youth distributed pamphlets attacking Swedish Social Democracy, on the other, militants of the PDP expressed their support for Social Democracy.50

This episode led Sá Carneiro to write a letter to Mário Soares. The PDP leader considered the situation ridiculous and stated that although he did not claim the exclusivity of social democracy, he could not relate it to the Socialist Party ‘which clearly does not claim it’, refuting also the idea defended by Soares that the PPD was a liberal party.51

Shortly afterwards, referring to the results of a fund-raising campaign promoted by the Prime Minister of the Netherlands for the Socialist Party, the socialist leader stated that these funds would be used to ‘defend social democracy in Portugal, freedom and free trade unions’.52 This lapse had to be corrected. Two weeks later, Soares was forced to clarify that social democracy was not viable in Portugal and the PS was not a social democratic party.53 This argument was used during the months leading up to the April 1975 elections whenever the Socialist Party was accused of being a social democratic party which, by virtue of this ideological orientation, received large amounts of external support. However, in an interview given to the social democratic newspaper Le Novel Observateur, Soares stated that if he had to choose between the ‘state capitalism with a socialist façade’ existing in the Eastern bloc or Swedish socialism, his choice would fall on the latter because it had produced a ‘more humane society’.54

This ambiguity continued to bear fruit. In the April 1975 elections, the PS was the most voted party, and the left-wing union project suffered a hard setback. However, at the end of May 1975, Mitterrand held a meeting of the leaders of the Southern European socialist parties to promote his strategy of understanding between communists and socialists. The 1975 elections had revealed the true weight of the PCP and the extreme left and opened the way for the confrontation between revolutionary legitimacy, defended by the communists, and democratic legitimacy, supported by the socialists, the winners of the Constituent Assembly elections. The growing tension between these two camps invalidated any rapprochement between socialists and communists, but Soares continued to maintain that social democracy was not applicable in Southern Europe.55

The same idea was repeated in the summer of 1975 during a debate between Mário Soares and Álvaro Cunhal promoted by French television. On that occasion, the socialist leader reaffirmed that social democracy was unviable in a country like Portugal, that he had always refused to identify himself as a social democrat and that he put himself on the side of the communists when it came to repudiating social democracy in the national context, but that he had social democratic friends and that if he was German ‘he would undoubtedly vote for Willy Brandt’.56

It was in this context of profound bipolarization and confrontation between electoral legitimacy and revolutionary legitimacy that a progressive, albeit still tenuous, rapprochement in relation to social democracy began to take place.

In early November 1975, the socialist leader rejected that the Socialist Party could be considered a social democratic party but recognized that it was very difficult to distinguish the concept of democratic socialism from the concept of social democracy, because there were ‘certain expressions’ that took on a content that evolved with political realities and that sometimes acquired ‘a pejorative sense that they should not take on’. After this observation, he argued that the PDP was a liberal party and not a social democratic party, because it did not have a sociological working-class base and because, although it contained personalities that could integrate the Socialist Party, it also had a strong conservative wing.57 Still unable to define himself as social democrat, Soares refused to allow other parties to assume this identity because of the lack of an effective connection with working-class circles, although he recognized that in Portugal only the PCP had this sociological basis.58

It was only after the revolutionary peak was passed that there was a slight evolution of Portuguese socialists towards the term ‘social democracy’. In early 1976, when confronted with this theme again, the socialist leader said that the difference between democratic socialism and social democracy was subtle and that the frontier was imprecise, that he did not really want to make a revolution, but rather to solve the problems of the workers. In this sense, he praised the action of German social democracy, which had been able to improve ‘in considerable proportions, the living conditions of the disadvantaged classes’; he stated that the revolutionary path should only be applied to ‘solve the concrete problems of men’ and not to lead ‘to misery, constraint and silence’. He also argued that ‘to move towards equality and the fair distribution of goods’, it was first necessary to produce wealth through work, evoking the good example of the Scandinavian countries. That is why he considered that the surest way to socialism was through the ‘progressive improvement of the living conditions of the workers’, insofar as this preserved ‘a precious and often hard-won asset: freedom’. However, the socialist leader continued to refuse the transposition to Portugal of what he called ‘traditional social democracy’, since Portuguese capitalism, ‘backward and parasitic, fed by colonialism and maintained by dictatorship’, had not produced real forces capable of being associated with the necessary transformations, so it was necessary to ‘jump a few rungs on the ladder’. This fact, and what he called the ‘nuances of the political vocabulary’ in Portugal, which he recalled meant that anyone declaring themselves a social democrat risked excommunication, led him to refuse the label of social democracy and to prefer that of socialist-democratic.59 It was a slight progression.

On the eve of the legislative elections of April 1976, the candidate for prime minister was confronted with the thesis that true socialism could not be done in freedom, since it implied a total revolution and the sudden transformation of social structures, and that the socialism in freedom referred to by Soares would always be the equivalent of a social democratic policy. Soares was forced to recognize that revolution and freedom were not compatible, but he did not yet see himself as a social democrat. He argued that social democracy should not be seen merely as a process leading to the correction of the most aggressive aspects of capitalism, but rather as a process compatible with political democracy that had as its ultimate goal the construction of socialist society. In this sense, he said he wanted to transform society, but stressed the need to take pragmatic options, criticized merely abstract discussions and defended the need to solve concrete problems, so the priority was to ‘make the financial and economic recovery of the country’. For this, it was necessary to ‘promote and encourage the private sector and the public sector’. The question of socialism would be a problem to be solved ‘later’. Referring once again to the Nordic countries, Soares argued that in these countries the economy was no longer totally capitalist but was not yet socialist, that certain types of reforms could lead to situations of rupture, and that it would then be possible to move on to a new stage. Soares continued to insist on the possibility of reconciling freedom with ruptures, although he no longer advocated the need for a ‘real revolution’ that would alter the country’s traditional structures, as he had previously advocated.60 In fact, following 11 March, profound changes had already been made to the economic structure of the country with the nationalizations, land occupations and agrarian reform. The socialist leader still continued to reject social democracy, but he was preparing to freeze socialism and, instead of becoming a loyal manager of capitalism, he would be its main rehabilitator.

This strategy was approved in the II Congress of the PS, held in October 1976.

Already in his capacity of prime minister of the 1st Constitutional Government, the Socialist Secretary-General reaffirmed his loyalty to the party’s programme and defended that it was possible to achieve socialism without resorting to antidemocratic methods, but that it was necessary to advance ‘by stages taking into account the objective conditions of the Portuguese reality’. Since, in his view, these conditions had not been met, it would not yet be possible to establish an ‘advanced democracy’, more progressive than that advocated in France by the ‘unity of the left’, or in Italy by the ‘historic compromise’. First, it was necessary to ensure that this ‘advanced democracy’ would be ‘economically viable’. The priority was to guarantee the ‘market economic mechanisms that are fundamental to any country that wants to preserve political democracy’, but the Socialist Party continued to reject social democracy. Once again Soares demonstrated his pragmatism, feeding the left wing of the party with the prospect of, in the medium term, achieving a progressive advanced democracy and the creation of an ‘original model of transition by stages towards socialism, based on the competitive coexistence between the public and private sectors, on forms of mixed economy and on the promotion of cooperativism’. Until then, and as ‘the people do not eat ideology’,61 it was necessary to promote the economic reconstruction of the country. Despite this pragmatic attitude, the socialist party continued to formally reject social democracy.

The change would only come in February 1979. At the Third Congress of the Socialist Party, Mário Soares argued that since the PS occupied the entire space of the non-communist left, it could and should encompass social democrats in the European sense of the term, as did the European socialist, labour and social democratic parties. The differentiation between the democratic socialism and social democracy finally ceased to have any meaning and Portugal was no longer described as a special case.62

However, it was only in 1986 (VI Congress), with a new leadership of the party, that the programme and the declaration of principles of the Socialist Party would be changed. It was only from that date onwards that Marxism ceased to be the dominant theoretical inspiration of Portuguese socialists.63 The year Portugal becomes a member of the EEC, the Socialist Party finally converts to social democracy.

Final notes

The radicalization of Portuguese socialists and the rejection of social democracy predates the French Common Program. In this case, there are no signs of external influence.64 This is a tactical and strategic option that essentially takes into account and seeks to respond to the constraints of the Portuguese opposition since the first half of the 1960s. This option was maintained during the last years of the authoritarian regime and would continue during the revolutionary and constitutional transition until 1986. This is a programmatic and discursive radicalism that has never been put into practice, despite the various opportunities for its implementation.

Soares would argue that the SPD program approved at the Bad Godesberg Congress in 1959 constituted ‘an important reference’ for the Portuguese Socialist Party.65 However, this influence of social democracy was hidden at the discursive level for more than two decades. The same did not happen at the practical level. In this area, the ASP and the Socialist Party have always been social democrats.
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The political ideology of the Panhellenic Socialist Movement Party (PASOK)

Lykourgos Kourkouvelas1

Introduction

The Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) party was established on 3 September 1974, in the aftermath of the fall of the Colonels’ dictatorship (1967–74) in July 1974 and dominated Greek politics from 1981 until the eruption of the economic crisis in the country in 2009. PASOK’s hegemonic role and influence not only in politics but in the shaping of Greek social and cultural life is undisputed; in fact, the economic crisis of the 2010s has reinvigorated public interest on the nature, role and governance of PASOK. Starting from a dubious, radical political formation in 1974, PASOK became the main opposition party in 1977 and then achieved a sweeping victory in the general elections of 1981, playing a crucial role in the transition to democracy and its consolidation. From then on, it dominated Greek politics: during the almost thirty years from 1981 until the eruption of the economic crisis, it was in power for more than twenty years (1981–9, 1993–2004 and 2009–11), thus shaping decisively Greece’s contemporary history. Over the years, the party’s positions evolved and altered in many aspects on issues that range from Greece’s relationship with the West, internal organization, structure and the role of its leader.

Most research has focused on PASOK’s structural and organizational issues, Papandreou’s ‘charismatic’ personality and his role in the party’s rise to power and the concept of ‘populism’ as a constitutive part of PASOK’s political identity.1 In addition, there are few studies that deal with PASOK’s ideological narrative in connection with its governmental project.2 This chapter aspires to shed light on the ideological development of PASOK in historical perspective, beginning with Papandreou’s ideological trajectory during the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s and terminating in 1989, a year that coincided with PASOK’s first fall from power but also with the end of the Cold War. The analysis is structured on three broad periods. The first one deals with Papandreou’s political ideology and its evolution from American liberal views within John Kennedy’s political programme, to ideas that embraced a certain kind of Marxism already in the beginning of the 1970s. Papandreou’s ideological evolution was formed under the influence of his Greek political experience during the 1960s and his exile during the dictatorship of 1967–74. This first phase of Papandreou’s ideological trajectory is of utmost importance because it formed an ideological and political identity, which would be the cornerstone of the party’s participation in Greek political antagonisms. As PASOK became the main opposition party in 1977 and came into power in 1981, pressing domestic and foreign realities, especially the Turkish threat and Cold War necessities, would force Papandreou and his party to put forward a variety of ideological ‘adjustments’ according to circumstances. After 1981, PASOK would shift gradually, in terms of governmental policies to the centre-left of the Greek political spectrum, while in ideological terms would try to retain a large part of its radical, leftist political ideology, thus creating many times a ‘schizophrenic’ ideological landscape. This was shaped, on the one hand, by a more centre-left discourse in public and in Papandreou’s meetings with Western leaders, and on the other with the persistence of the initial radical discourse that aimed at ‘internal’ party cadres and voters.

Papandreou’s intellectual trajectory and the creation of PASOK

After a short-term infatuation with Trotskyism in his youth, Papandreou moved to the United States in 1941. After completing a PhD in Economics at Harvard University, he began an illustrious academic career, holding posts at the universities of Minnesota and Berkeley while he also acquired American citizenship. During the 1950s, Papandreou published three books and several academic articles that can be placed in the framework of the so-called ‘neo-classical’ school of economics within the liberal tradition. By the late 1950s Papandreou, as Full Professor at the University of Berkeley, was a full member of the American liberal establishment that would become dominant during the Kennedy Administration.3 After doubts and inner uncertainties, in the late 1950s Papandreou decided to move to Greece to lead the Centre of Economic Research (renamed in 1964 Centre of Planning and Economic Research). The Centre of Economic Research would ‘fill a large gap in the organization of applied economic research in Greece’ by developing and overseeing a ‘flexible program for the country’s rapid economic development’, while it would train technocrats ‘for the executive staffing of the public and private economy’.4 In terms of his political and economic views, the outcome of Papandreou’s preoccupation with the Centre of Economic Research was the publication of a book entitled A Strategy for Greek Economic Development in 1962. As he stated, the purpose of the book was to offer plans and identify major obstacles which needed to be overcome by Greece, by now already an associated member of the European Economic Community (EEC), aspiring to become a full member.5

Around the same time, major developments were taking place in a more important field that decided Papandreou’s future: Greek politics. At a first stage, in 1961–3, he was close to his father, George Papandreou, the leader of the Centre Union (CU) party, especially when the latter was meeting with American officials. At that time, he claimed no active role in politics.6 However, at the insistence of his father, Andreas decided to enter politics in the elections of February 1964.7 Following the CU’s landslide victory in February 1964, Papandreou briefly became Minister of the Prime Minister’s Office (a crucial position) and later Deputy Minister of Economic Coordination. Ηe linked the idea of democracy with Western Europe and expressed the view that ‘the foundation and advancement of democratic institutions in Greece … must be a common goal for every Greek’.8 He also linked the idea of economic development with the creation of modern democratic institutions, for Greece ‘to take its place within the side of the democracies of the West’.9

The reemergence of the Cyprus issue in 1963–4 would become the basis for the construction of Papandreou’s new nationalism, a core concept
10 in his ideology and narrative that would go hand in hand with a gradual rift with the United States. In an interview with the French newspaper Le Monde, on 4 October 1964, Papandreou stated that ‘Greece … has been for a long time a satellite of NATO; she wants from now on to be a full partner and is not prepared to take orders from just anyone’.11 This was the first public attack against the United States that had deep repercussions not only in Papandreou’s political identity but also in the perceptions of American officials towards him.12 More, and more ferocious attacks on the United States were to come. The period 1965–7 signalled the first phase of radicalization of Papandreou’s political ideology. The 1965 ‘July Crisis’ in Greek politics signalled a rupture between the Prime Minister George Papandreou and the young King Constantine. The crisis started with suspicions (clearly unfounded) that Andreas had been implicated in an antimonarchist conspiracy of younger army officers, moved on to a dispute between the prime minister and the king for the control of the armed forces, and resulted in King Constantine causing the prime minister’s resignation.13 From Papandreou’s perspective, the ‘July Crisis’ proved in dramatic terms the relative weakness of the CU party in the distribution of power within the Greek political system and the hegemonic role of the Right, whose main symbol was the King himself.

Within these circumstances Papandreou published a strongly worded article in the newspaper To Vima, almost a month after the political crisis.14 It laid the foundations of his ‘new nationalism’. There was a crucial element in this article: by attacking the political and economic elite that belonged to the Right and defined the Greek political power structure, Papandreou chose as his main strategy to decontest
15 its idea of nationalism and claim it for himself and the political force that he came to represent. An avid analyst of the Greek reality, Papandreou had realized that the concept of nationalism was at the heart of Greek political culture and that he needed to outstrip his political opponents from the ‘monopoly’ of using it.16 Instead of the anti-communist nationalism which mainly came out of the Civil War experience, Papandreou’s nationalism was based on a certain interpretation of the Greek past. Since Greece’s independence in the beginning of the nineteenth century, Papandreou contended, the Greek nation had always been dependent on a major power that determined its historical course in absolute terms. Often, this did not happen through direct military intervention, but it occurred in more subtle ways, namely, through the agency of the political, economic and cultural elite within the country, who, to preserve their own interests, were acting as an ‘executer’ of foreign interests within its own country. The logical consequence of Papandreou’s view was that these elites had betrayed the nation’s historical course. Papandreou called for a new cause for the Greek nation, a new ‘Great Idea’, as he called it, that would have as its goal a new ‘Democratic National Renaissance’. This goal could be attained when the Greek people would have the ability to determine their own future without any foreign intervention. Papandreou stated explicitly what should be considered national from then on:

The idea of National Renaissance has to become our new “Great Idea” … Everything has to be defined in relation to this Idea: A demand will be considered fair if it promotes this Idea and unfair if it does not. A party will be “national” if it supports this Idea and “un-national” if it fights it. In this way we will redefine our terminology, the mockery of the usurpation of the term “nationalist” (εθνικόφρων) by the “usurpers of the nation” (εθνοκάπηλους)17 will cease to exist.18


In the realm of foreign policy, Papandreou’s nationalism was most vividly manifested in the Cyprus issue. During this period, he began to advance the view that the elites of the Right in order to retain their power in Greece had already ‘betrayed’ the case of Cyprus for the benefits of NATO and Turkey, and aimed at a solution that would give Turkey a hegemonic role in the Southern Flank of NATO.19 Papandreou’s idea of nationalism cannot be understood as such without comprehending other interrelated core concepts, which, taken together, constitute his political worldview. The most important one was the concept of the ‘establishment’ (κατεστημένο). After the events of July 1965, it was becoming evident that Papandreou was becoming isolated within the Greek political power structure. A large part of the political elite, including many from the CU party, considered his initiatives, especially his stance on Cyprus, his indirect but harsh criticism on the United States and the role of the King in Greek politics as the principal cause of the destabilization of Greek politics. Added to all that, there were rumours that an army coup was imminent.20 During this period Papandreou began, also, to develop another of his core concepts that was to play an immense role in the construction of his discourse as well as his popularity. The concept of the ‘people’ (‘λαός’) throughout Papandreou’s political career acquired moral connotations but remained ill-defined depending on his political purposes and intellectual/discursive goals. What remained the same, however, was the structural position of the concept within Papandreou’s discourse. Utterly idealized, the Greek people were the force that was always at the ‘right’ side and the driving force of historical change.21 Contrary to a common view that sees his ideological radicalization as occurring only (or even mostly) after the 1967 coup, it is evident that the July Crisis was a decisive point that altered his political conceptions in significant ways. From the liberal, conventional idea of economic development as a necessity under the complementary role of the state, and the acceptance and adoption of Western world values, Papandreou moved to a systemic analysis of internal power politics as well as international politics. In less than two years, Papandreou had sowed the seeds and laid the conceptual foundations for an unprecedented ideological radicalization that was to follow and be expressed within the context of the intellectual neo-Marxist ‘movement’.

The Colonels’ coup on 21 April 1967 signalled the complete defeat of Papandreou’s politics. After he was jailed for almost eight months (and fears were expressed that he was going to be executed), he was released in December 1967, following strong pressure by the US Embassy to the regime. He then left Greece and two months later founded the PAK (Panhellenic Liberation Movement – Πανελλήνιο Απελευθερωτικό Κίνημα), an anti-dictatorial organization that had as its aim to oust the Colonels from power. He then moved to Toronto, Canada, where he settled with his family and accepted a Professor of Economics post to teach at the University of York. Having Toronto as his base, Papandreou travelled constantly to Western Europe and the United States to promote the ‘Greek cause’ namely, to persuade Western European and American political elites to press for the fall of the junta.22

Papandreou’s embrace of neo-Marxist ideas was a gradual process, as he admitted.23 The culmination of his intellectual ventures was undoubtedly his book Paternalistic Capitalism, an attempt to explain the function of global capitalism using neo-Marxist analytical tools. The book was published in 1972 by the University of Minnesota Press and was evidently influenced by leading neo-Marxist intellectuals such as Paul Baran, Paul Sweezy, Andre Gunder Frank, Samir Amin, Amartya Sen and others. Moreover, he was a regular contributor to the journal Monthly Review, which promoted socialist ideas and was closely linked with neo-Marxism as well as the New Left movement.24 Neo-Marxists tried to come to terms with the fact that after 1945, Marxism’s success, in contrast to Marx’s claims, was evident in underdeveloped countries rather than in developed ones. The most pressing problems, among many, had to do with the interlinked issues poverty, imperialism and nationalism, especially in its Third-World manifestation. Neo-Marxism grew within a certain political background, namely the Cuban Revolution, the Vietnam War, the Civil Rights Movement in the United States, the May 1968 upheaval and the decolonization that culminated during the 1960s. Since the 1950s, disillusionment with Soviet communism, especially after the invasion of Hungary in 1956, had turned many Marxists towards the Third World. Especially the younger generation of Neo-Marxists was mainly under the influence of certain intellectuals that had attained celebrity status, such as Jean Paul Sartre, Herbert Marcuse or Charles Wright Mills; driven by their interest in Third World struggles of liberation, they looked to leaders such as Mao Zedong, Ho Chi Minh, Kim Il Sung, Fidel Castro, Che Guevara, Frantz Fanon and Amilcar Cabral.25 Papandreou, now concluding that Greece was a land of the ‘periphery’, dominated by the predatory capitalist ‘centre’, was deeply influenced by this cultural and political climate. Papandreou’s radical ideological scheme was publicized in a more definite version between 1970 and 1974, reaching its culmination with Paternalistic Capitalism and with a series of articles in the Monthly Review
26 as well as with Democracy at Gunpoint.27 The latter was a semi-autobiographical interpretation of Greek political life since the end of the Civil War, embellished with his personal experiences and perceptions of Greek politics. In Man’s Freedom, which comprised three lectures that he gave in November 1969 at Carnegie-Mellon University, Papandreou presented his ideological construction, which was, in comparison to Paternalistic Capitalism, less coherent and thorough.28

Paternalistic Capitalism must be considered as the magnum opus of Papandreou, both in terms of intellectual ambition as well as sophistication. It is also the culmination of Papandreou’s search and preoccupation with neo-Marxist ideas. Although his Democracy at Gunpoint is correctly considered as a book that shaped his political narrative in Greece, this author considers Paternalistic Capitalism as his most prominent work in theoretical ideological terms. From the beginning, Papandreou himself recognized that his ideas were radical and opposed to conventional economics. He contended that the common idea, which viewed capitalism as a mechanism of market economy was an illusion. What really existed was monopoly capitalism, which meant that only a few extremely powerful corporations dominated the market. Modern capitalism was planned capitalism but not in the Keynesian sense of socially driven planning; rather it was planning based on the interests of the most powerful corporations that aimed at the effective elimination of market economy to maximize profit. Behind those decisions was the elite of the managers of gigantic, multinational corporations. The most important feature of modern capitalism was the close interrelation between the powerful, gigantic corporations and the state. Papandreou maintained that the most important ‘client’ of the powerful corporations was the Pentagon. During the Cold War, the economic role of the Pentagon had attracted strong attention, mostly after Dwight Eisenhower’s famous warning about the industrial-military complex.29 Many radicals held that a war in Indochina, for example, would bring the Pentagon to the centre of economic procedures and turn it into a dominant central planning agency. If this war were extended, then the US economy would have taken all the characteristics of a centrally planned economy, but with a difference: ‘the planning would be essentially in private (corporate) hands and would have the flavour of a distinctly militarized society’.30

By drawing almost exclusively on the influential book The Power Elite (1956)31 by Wright Mill, and Richard Barnet’s The Economy of Death (1969),32 Papandreou expressed the view that in the Cold War American policy was determined by a mixture of political, military and economic power elites. In effect, it was the State Department, the intelligence services (CIA) and the Pentagon that determined US foreign policy. Turning to an analysis of the Cold War, Papandreou, heavily influenced by New Left historians such as Gabriel Kolko, contended that it was the United States and not the Soviet Union that was the aggressive power in the Cold War. For Papandreou the nature of capitalism in the United States constituted what he called ‘American Imperialism’:

I have branded this system paternalistic capitalism … It is essential to recognize now that expansion beyond its own shores is one of the essential attributes of paternalistic capitalism. Furthermore, it is mandatory to keep in mind that this expansion is not simply military, even jointly military and economic. It is an expansion of the system as a whole – which tends to reproduce everywhere, wherever it reaches out on the geosphere, the structure of relations that support it at home. What we are concluding here … is that paternalistic capitalism … is imperialistic in a sense quite different from that which was characteristic of the behavior of the empires of yesterday. The term is intended to convey, to capture, the expansionist dynamic which springs from ‘the laws of motion’ of the system as a whole.33


The United States was the strongest capitalist power in the world, and ‘expanded its capitalism by penetrating poorer countries that were dependent on the Western superpower and belonged to the periphery of the international system’. Essentially, following a systemic global and structural economic analysis, Papandreou maintained that the decisions that were taken at the highest possible level by the ‘Metropolis’ of capitalism’s establishment, the United States, determined the present and future of poorer countries that were moving within the American capitalist orbit in the Cold War and were dependent on it, thus, becoming the metropolis’ ‘satellites’. Moreover, US penetration of those countries resulted in utter exploitation of the latter in such a total way that they were kept in a continuing state of underdevelopment.34 For Papandreou, the only way Third World countries could alter their helpless situation was through revolution. Since their dependence on the metropolis was of a structural nature, gradual reforms were impossible: ‘revolution calls for a confrontation with the Establishment … It identifies itself with national liberation. It places the political act ahead of the economic act’.35

Papandreou’s radicalism applied to Greece as well. He considered Greece as belonging to the periphery of the international system, thus integrating it into the Third World together with countries as Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and Guatemala. Historical experience had shown that in countries where democratic forces had attempted to unveil the US imperialist role (as did the Centre Union government in Greece), American reaction led to direct military intervention. The only solution was the coordination among nations that had fallen prey to aggressive American imperialism. Papandreou’s anti-Americanism reached its peak:

There should be no doubt in anyone’s mind about the nature of American imperialism. It constitutes a global threat not only to the independence of nations and the dignity of life, but a direct and immediate threat to human survival. Unless the anti-imperialist forces coalesce in the common struggle against a ‘clear and present’ danger, they will be paving the way not to Pax Americana, but to a global American-generated holocaust.36


Papandreou’s ideological radicalism also shaped the positions of PAK (Panhellenic Liberating Movement), an anti-dictatorial organization that was established by Papandreou in 1968 in Sweden. PAK declared that Greece was under American occupation and that was why PAK’s struggle was not merely anti-dictatorial but a fight for Greece’s national liberation. The Pentagon, NATO, the junta, the monopoly corporations of the United States and the West as well as the ‘indigenous economic oligarchy’ in Greece were, historically, the common enemy of the Greek people and, therefore, the struggle aimed at both national and social liberation. The role of the junta was to turn Greece into a NATO and US military base and hand it to the monopoly corporation complexes of Western Europe and the United States. According to PAK, the imposition of the junta was the ‘total and without any conditions integration of our country – against the will of our people – in the global power system of American imperialism’.37 The only solution for Greece and its people was an armed struggle within Greece; after 1970, this position of PAK was circulated within various anti-dictatorial organizations, in which armed struggle in Latin America, and especially the figure of Che Guevara, had a deep effect, at least in terms of their imaginary vision of ‘liberation struggles’.38

Ideology and political discourse: PASOK as an opposition party, 1974–81

The ‘Declaration of Basic Principles and Targets’ of 3 September was the ideological foundation upon which the new party would be based. Especially in the years 1974–7, when PASOK was at the margins of Greek political life, achieving only 13.58 per cent of the votes in the parliamentary elections of November 1974, there were various ‘fractions’ within the party that moved from Marxist, radical Left to the centre-left of the political spectrum. Papandreou, who intended to dominate the party, realized that he may lose control over it. Hence, he proceeded with two moves: the first was outright expulsions of members of the party that publicly disagreed with his views and the second involved the elevation of the ‘Declaration of Basic Principles and Targets’ to an absolute text as a ‘red line’ that would eliminate factionary tendencies. But since the ‘Declaration’ was a text of general political principles, any reference to it meant in practice that it was Papandreou who elevated himself as the only interpreter of the text. In the process, Papandreou’s ‘imperious’ tendencies did not prove problematic because PASOK was his creation, but most importantly because he was perceived by most friends and foes as a charismatic political personality in the Weberian sense.39

As we have shown, the seeds of PASOK’s ideology were planted before 1974 through Papandreou’s intellectual trajectory. As PASOK entered Greek political life, it was evident to Papandreou that there was an important ideological ‘gap’ between the communist Left and the ‘centre’ of Greek politics. Papandreou realized that in the new post-1974 era of optimism and large expectations, what was needed was a new party that would form its ideological identity between the communist Left and the ‘traditional’ postwar liberal centre. In a country that utterly lacked social democratic tradition, and the Left identified only with the communist Left, Papandreou constructed a radical leftist discourse that was to give PASOK a clear ideological and political identity. The aim was to embrace the most radical elements of Greek society, especially the youth, and claim leftist voters from the communist Left. But of course, this was not enough; what made PASOK’s political discourse unique in the period 1974–81 was the mixture of leftist radicalism with nationalism (or ‘patriotism’) that was (and still is) at the core of Greek society. Third World Marxism, with its emphasis on ‘dependence’ and, above all, nationalism, was the appropriate intellectual tool for Papandreou to combine socialism with nationalism and reach the minds and hearts of Greek people. It is essential to note that after seven years of dictatorship and in the Western context of the social and cultural movements of the 1960s, that culminated in the French May of 1968 and the anti-Vietnam protests in America, Greek society, especially the youth, had moved decisively to the Left.40

As PASOK was elected in the parliamentary elections of November 1977 as the main opposition party with 25.34 per cent of the votes, the party’s discourse moved gradually to the centre left, while retaining radical leftist elements that were essential for its ideological identity. Various parts of this antithetical mixture of ideas could be used by Papandreou with reference to the audience that he was addressing, framing thus a discourse strategy that played an important role in PASOK’s rise to power in 1981.

The ‘Declaration of Basic Principles and Targets’ brought forward the basic concepts of PASOK’s ideology: national independence, peoples’ sovereignty, social liberation, democratic procedure. It is essential to stress that national independence was a prerequisite to peoples’ sovereignty, which was a prerequisite to social liberation that was also a prerequisite for political democracy and democratic procedure.41 The first two concepts were the most important in terms of PASOK’s strategy to strengthen its reach in Greek voters. National independence was the termination of economic, political and military dependence on the United States and its ‘puppets’ in Europe, especially the Federal Republic of Germany and as we shall see, in part the European Economic Community. Only by the termination of American dependence could the Greek people be free to reach the goal of socialism. In this argumentation, nationalism was a more important concept than socialism since it was a prerequisite to socialism; in this way, it also distinguished PASOK’s ideology from the Greek communist Left. In addition, the problem of socialism raised the issue of Marxism in PASOK’s political ideology, especially since in its early years, party members were identified with various post-Marxist ‘fractions’ such as Leninism and Trotskyism, but especially after 1977, it also included a prominent fraction of the old Liberal Centre. In his public statements Papandreou maintained that PASOK was a Marxian party as long as it viewed Marxism not as a doctrine but rather as a method of analysis of capitalism and the historical process. In this sense, according to Papandreou, Marxism emphasized class struggle, domestic and global structural power relations and the nature of the state not as a neutral force but as an instrument of the powerful classes in a society.42 It is essential to stress another turn in Papandreou’s political thought and PASOK’s discourse that was important for its political identity as well as its penetration in large segments of Greek society. Whenever PASOK referred to class struggle, it did not mean the classic Marxian distinction between proletariat and bourgeois; rather, the party spoke of a sharp dichotomy between what it called the ‘privileged’ and ‘under-privileged’ segments of Greek society. It was important that those groups were not defined explicitly; most importantly, most of the Greek people could identify themselves with the ‘under-privileged’. For Papandreou, Marx’s emphasis on the proletariat was meaningful in the context of the nineteenth century, but since the end of the Second World War, it was evident in all Third World countries that socialism could be achieved before capitalism was fully developed. This happened because the ‘Metropolis’ established from the beginning relations of exploitation with the ‘Periphery’. Moreover, the Trotskyist position that the global proletariat could be at the forefront of a world communist revolution had been proven utterly false: the US proletariat had supported American imperialism in almost all its aspects.

In this context, PASOK spoke of a radical change in class relations within Greek society for the fulfilment of socialism. This could be achieved by the ‘socialization’ (and not ‘nationalization’) of the economy and a kind of participatory democracy at regional and local levels. PASOK aimed at transforming the forces of production and thus at a radical transformation of the capitalist system. It was believed that this transformation could be achieved in peaceful means, although, often, Papandreou left open the question of revolution. What was meant by ‘socialization’ was accurately grasped by the US embassy in Athens:

Andreas Papandreou described his economic platform as a ten-year socialist program, to transform Greece, PASOK’s objective being to ‘free the Greek worker from the shackles and foreign and local oligarchy’ and to advance workers into management of industries. Papandreou advocates the socialization of the financial system, import and export trades, and basic means of production. With respect to the agricultural sector Papandreou favors formation of cooperatives to deal with whole spectrum of agricultural production, from seeding to marketing. He prescribes national decentralization, to enable each area to freely decide its own social and economic development. Another aim is the creation of a trade union movement ‘meeting the needs of Greek labor’, instead of ‘under the patronage of the state or one oligarchy or another’.43


Those views, according to Papandreou, distinguished PASOK from all social democratic parties of the Western countries. For the leader of PASOK, social democratic parties should be judged not by their declarations but through their political actions, which showed that they were supporting monopoly capitalism; it was capitalism with a more human, and for Papandreou more dangerous, face. In this sense, the leader of PASOK rejected any cooperation between PASOK and social democratic parties such as the West German SPD, the British Labour Party, the Portuguese Socialist Party of Mario Soares and even the ‘Eurocommunist’ parties of Spain, Italy and France. For Papandreou, the difference between PASOK and social democracy was evident in the way PASOK viewed the state. the state was not a ‘neutral’ force and arbiter of social interests and conflicts within a society; for Papandreou, that was ‘social democratic naiveté’. Historically, the state had always been a guarantor of the interests of the most powerful class, of the ‘establishment’ in Papandreou’s terminology, and there were two ways through which the power of the state could be fought: either by a revolution or by social and political democracy. PASOK aimed for the second. Social and political democracy could be attained when power, first economic and subsequently political, would be handed to the people. Hence, the idea of ‘socialization’ in the realm of economy was coupled with the concept of ‘self-organization’, which meant that people would manage their lives at the local and regional levels. On the other hand, Papandreou never spoke about the abolition or the destruction of the state, thus implying ‘cohabitation’ between the state and peoples’ self-organization, but he was never explicit in that matter, leaving it, as was very often the case with his ideology and discourse, vague. This idea of political/social democracy, even though it was never fulfilled, proved extremely useful for PASOK’s organization. The call for ‘self-management’ was novel in Greek political life and resulted in the rapid establishment of grassroots PASOK organizations at the local level, increasing party membership and strengthening party organization, a development that would prove decisive for PASOK’s ascendance into power.44

PASOK’s radical leftist discourse was accompanied by a nationalist/patriotic discourse that concentrated on relations with Turkey and the Cyprus dispute. After 1974, nationalist discourse could penetrate the Greek public due to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in July 1974. Turkey’s hegemonic bid in the Eastern Mediterranean was accompanied by territorial claims in the Aegean, thus ‘elevating’ Turkey as the most important threat for Greek national security, while subordinating the Balkan communist threat. What distinguished PASOK from the other Greek political parties, especially the conservative party of New Democracy that was in power, was its aggressive tone against the Turks and the view that Greece should not negotiate with Turkey on either the Cyprus or Aegean disputes unless Turkish military forces were withdrawn from the northern part of Cyprus. This view became something of a mantra for PASOK during the period 1974–88. PASOK’s central premise was that the Turkish invasion of Cyprus had been instigated by the United States to serve NATO’s interests in the Eastern Mediterranean. From the beginning, PASOK’s discourse maintained, the aim was the partition of the island. Therefore, Greece should withdraw from both the military and political branches of NATO and terminate all military agreements with the United States. But, and this was PASOK’s crux of this narrative, this could not be done since there were powerful multinational corporations of the industrial-military complex that dictated the State Department’s and the Pentagon’s policies, which in their turn imposed their views on Greek political elite.45

The realm that was typical of PASOK’s nationalist and anti-Western discourse was the European Economic Community. It was also the field that saw PASOK’s most dramatic discursive and policy fluctuations. Papandreou’s intellectual premises meant that the EEC was overlooked as a significant power in world politics, since it was the structural challenge of the United States, and especially its most ‘hardcore’ official branches, the Pentagon and the CIA, that shaped world politics. In addition, Papandreou never viewed the EEC as a bulwark against the communist threat because he believed that the infamous ‘communist threat’ was a construction of the Right to serve its interests. That was a feature that distinguished Papandreou from pro-Western parties. Greece’s application for membership in June 1975 led to the fiercest anti-EEC rhetoric by Papandreou and PASOK. Papandreou fiercely criticized Prime Minister K. Karamanlis for aiming, through the EEC, to serve the interests of a ‘privileged’ minority and its foreign ‘protectors’ against the interests of the ‘under-privileged’ vast majority. Papandreou’s central argument against the EEC was that it would also create dependency relations between the richer and the poorer states and societies within the community, concluding in this way Greece’s dependence from the most powerful Western states. It is not a coincidence that throughout the 1970s Papandreou kept reiterating that West Germany was America’s Trojan Horse in Europe. As an alternative, Papandreou believed that Greece could only attain financial and commercial terms of equality with countries of the Western ‘periphery’. Therefore, he was a great supporter of the bid for the creation of an economic community of Mediterranean countries that was taking place in the mid-1970s. PASOK’s view on the EEC was distinct from the other political forces in Greece. For New Democracy and all parties of the centre were pro-EEC as they believed that Greece’s international orientation should unequivocally be in the West. The Communist Party of Greece was against the EEC but tilted Greece towards the Soviet Bloc, while the ‘Eurocommunists’ (KKE Interior party) believed that class struggle would be more fruitful in a supranational structure, as was the EEC, than within the context of the Greek nation-state.46

The elections of 1977 proved decisive on PASOK’ s discourse on the EEC. From 1977 until 1981, Papandreou stopped criticizing the EEC singlehandedly and started talking about the creation of a ‘special relationship’ between Greece and the EEC, which would be based on an explicit agreement that would allow Greece to control its imports as well as capital movement. It was more important that through this ‘special relationship’ Papandreou did not answer the question of full membership of the EEC. He would remain vague on this issue until Karamanlis signed the Treaty of Accession in May 1979. From then on, Papandreou would claim that since Greece was an EEC member, he would not withdraw the country from the Community; rather, he would fight for better economic terms. Papandreou understood that to become prime minister, he had to broaden PASOK’s electorate and thus, in ideological terms, he would have to move to the centre-left of the ideological spectrum. The European orientation of Greece had been at the cornerstone of the Greek liberal electorate at least since the 1930s. Hence, from 1978 onwards, PASOK began to contact various social democratic parties of Europe, a policy that was not irrelevant with the dramatic rise of the socialist parties of Southern Europe in Portugal, Spain, France and Italy. In November 1979, Papandreou announced that PASOK would join the Socialist Group of the European Parliament. As the British embassy in Athens meticulously observed from 1977 until 1981, Papandreou gradually abandoned his previous leftist radical discourse and presented himself as a more pragmatic and responsible leader, who was ready to govern Greece. But this was a dual approach because British diplomats once more perceptively observed that radical leftist ideology had been a concrete part of the ‘theology of PASOK’ and could not easily be abandoned.47

Ideology and political praxis: PASOK in government, 1981–9

In the period 1977–81, as PASOK’s discourse was moving towards the centre-left of the ideological spectrum, the mixture of socialism and patriotism was complemented by an ‘anti-rightist’ discourse that was centred on the concept of ‘change’ (‘αλλαγή’). By ‘change’ Papandreou and PASOK made clear that when PASOK would be in power, the preponderance of the ‘Right’ that had dominated Greek political life since the end of the Civil War in 1949 would be terminated. In discursive as well as symbolic terms ‘change’ involved the inclusion of the tradition of the Second World War insurgent communist Left (against the Axis Powers) in PASOK’s discourse that was accompanied by a ‘recognition’ of its essential role in the so-called National Resistance by law, when the party was in power in August 1982.

The most important characteristic of PASOK’s governance was the considerable distance between words and actions, between radical discourse and the reality of everyday politics, that the party attempted to explain by reference to the complexity of political reality and the need for prudence so as ‘change’ to be achieved. The sole thing that remained from the radical socialist discourse was an enhancement of the role of the state in Greek political economy that was accompanied by generous distributive practices to large segments of Greek society. It was a macroeconomic policy that was against the current of the new liberal economics that gradually swept the Western world in the 1980s. In addition, in terms of Greece’s international orientation, PASOK never questioned its basic Western premises as the country retained membership of both NATO and the EEC and retained smooth bilateral relations with the United States. The two PASOK governments of the 1980s (1981–5, 1985–9) and Papandreou himself used aggressive rhetoric towards Ronald Reagan and the United States in public without breaking relations with the Americans or harming US interests in the region. For example, the discourse on the necessity for the withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons from Greek soil was never fulfilled in practice as it was replaced by unrealistic initiatives (under international circumstances of the early 1980s) for the denuclearization of the Balkans and the Mediterranean.48

On the other hand, PASOK’s radicalism was adjusted to the circumstances of the 1980s, albeit with a more moderate colour and most importantly by rejecting any move that could question Greece’s fundamental ties with the West in political, economic and cultural terms. These ‘adjustments’ included rhetorical criticisms and in minor issues even opposition towards NATO and the United States and most importantly the need for deeper relations with the Arab states. The latter fitted perfectly with PASOK’s ‘third-worldism’ of the previous period. PASOK’s discourse as well as politics was determined by the harsh reality of the Turkish threat in both the Aegean Sea and Cyprus. In this context, PASOK’s tensions with the West could never reach a breaking point as Greece depended heavily on financial and military aid from its Western counterparts to restrain Turkey’s hegemonic bid in the Eastern Mediterranean. Papandreou’s and PASOK’s nationalist/patriotic discourse fitted perfectly as an interpretative framework for Greek-Turkish relations, and it was the only realm where actions coincided, at least in more instances, with words. PASOK’s rhetoric was aggressive against Turkey, maintaining until the aftermath of the Greek-Turkish war crisis in 1987 that any contacts with the Turks should have as a premise the withdrawal of Turkish troops from the Northern part of Cyprus. It was on this basis that PASOK fiercely criticized the previous Karamanlis governments for being too lenient with Turkey, overlooking Greek interests. However, even in this field reality surpassed rhetoric. In the beginning of 1988, after a crisis that erupted in the Aegean Sea, Papandreou met his counterpart Turgut Ozal in Davos, Switzerland. At the time it was considered as the first breakthrough in Greek-Turkish relations since 1974, without, however, leading to considerable improvement in relations between the two countries.49

As we have already shown, PASOK abandoned its radical discourse against the EEC. In terms of policy, the Greek government attempted to improve the country’s position within the EEC through long-term ‘exceptional terms’ (especially in the realms of free movement of goods and competition) and petitions for economic aid. An important request by the Greek government was also the continuation of state intervention in Greek economy. After 1985, relations with the EEC proved even better as PASOK abandoned rationalizations that had to do with the Greek ‘interest’ versus the EEC and focused on ideas that promoted collective EEC interests.50

Conclusion

PASOK’s ideology was based on Papandreou’s intellectual trajectory that was developed throughout the 1960s and the first half of the 1970s. Papandreou was an academic and a political figure of exceptional intellectual qualities, whose ideas were shaped by a combination of ‘New Left’ conceptions and his personal experiences from political life in Greece as well as in exile during the seven-year dictatorship. Papandreou formed an ideology and a political discourse that were largely based on ‘dependence theories’ coupled with an emphasis on nationalism/patriotism that fitted Greek sentiments both culturally (nationalism is by far the most important and ‘resilient’ ideology in Greece since the formation of the Greek state in 1830) and politically, especially after the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in the summer of 1974 as well as Turkish claims on Greek sovereign rights in the Aegean Sea. For Papandreou, Greece and Greek people could be free if they could do away with US dependence, especially the interests of US multinational corporations, the Pentagon and the CIA. National independence was a prerequisite for the attainment of socialism, which Papandreou viewed as the ever-growing participation of Greek people in political and economic life. Emphasis on national independence and vague conceptions of socialism meant that PASOK was created in September 1974 as a ‘Third World’ party that rejected social democracy and any relations with Western European social democratic parties. Soon, and especially after 1977, PASOK’s development was based on a constant interplay between ideology and the necessities of domestic and world politics. This dialectic relation led to various discursive and ideological adjustments not only through time but also, depending on the audience, synchronically. The interplay and contradictions between ideology and political practice reached its height during the 1980s, when PASOK was in power. During PASOK’s governance, the mixture of political practice and ideology, which was centred on the anti-rightist concept of ‘change’, led the party to embrace a political agenda that included almost everything and everyone from the far left to the centre left of the ideological spectrum. Papandreou proved himself a politician of exceptional gifts who was not only an interpreter and ideologue of his age but also shaped more than anyone else the political discourse and culture of post-1981 Greece. In the process, his success showed that ambiguities, antinomies and inconsistencies both within ideological discourse as well as between political ideology and praxis were not a weakness but rather an essential part of the ‘ontology’ of politics, at least in the West.
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The Italian Socialist Party after 1976

From the periphery to the periphery of European socialism?

Michele Di Donato

Introduction

This chapter examines the role of the Italian Socialist Party (PSI) within the international socialist debates of the 1970s and early 1980s. The key chronological markers of this analysis are 1976, when the PSI, following a dismal electoral performance, appointed a new secretary with an ambitious plan to revitalize the party, and 1983, when that secretary, Bettino Craxi, became the first socialist prime minister in Italian history. This period is also relevant to the broader theme of Southern European socialism explored in this volume. In the mid-1970s, developments within the Italian Left were analysed by commentators and policymakers against the backdrop of the instability associated with the democratic transitions in Greece, Portugal and Spain. By 1983, Craxi’s rise to power coincided with a wave that brought socialists to leadership in France (1981), Greece (1981), Spain (1982) and Portugal (1983).

Craxi stands as a towering figure in the history of postwar Italian socialism, drawing significant attention from historians who emphasize his pivotal role in what has been defined as the ‘modernization’ of the political culture of the PSI and the emergence of a more assertive leadership style in Italian politics.1A significant part of this scholarship has focused on Craxi’s international initiatives, both as party secretary and later as prime minister.2 In particular, historians have highlighted the importance of relationships with European socialist and social democratic parties in his efforts to revitalize the PSI and raise its profile, especially in comparison to the dominant force on the Italian Left, the Italian Communist Party (PCI).3 Scholarly works have explored, with great insight, the PSI’s relations with the French Socialist Party (PS)4 and the German Social Democratic Party (SPD). Notably, studies on the ‘social democratic diplomacy’ of Willy Brandt and Helmut Schmidt’s SPD underscore how political solidarity was closely tied to promoting a model of reformist socialism, which was seen in Bonn as compatible with both the constraints of the Cold War and the evolving global economic conditions of the era.5 As later research has shown, this approach extended beyond Italy, reflecting a broader response to the challenges of the 1970s.6

Building on this body of literature, this chapter aims to revisit the international history of Craxi’s Socialist Party by addressing a key question: to what extent was the effort to reposition the PSI at the heart of European socialism successful? Were Italian socialists merely recipients of foreign influences, or did they contribute to shaping international socialist debates? And what set the PSI apart within the landscape of European socialism when its secretary became Italy’s prime minister in 1983?

The 1970s

Throughout the Cold War, Italy, along with France, was one of the few Western European countries where the dominant force on the Left was a communist rather than a socialist party. Unlike their French counterparts, Italian socialists initially adopted a pro-communist stance, which led to their exclusion from the founding of the Socialist International (SI). The PSI only joined the SI in 1966, as part of a broader pro-Western shift, also tied to the party’s strategy of cooperating in government with the dominant Christian Democracy (DC). However, this cooperation proved less beneficial than expected, both politically and electorally. By the mid-1970s, the Socialist Party appeared to be on a path of decline, while the Italian communists continued to strengthen their electoral results and attract national and international attention through their distancing from Moscow and their ‘Eurocommunist’ project.7

Starting in 1971, the PSI was led by Francesco De Martino, who, while maintaining the strategy of governmental cooperation with the Christian Democrats until late 1975, also promoted what he referred to as ‘more advanced equilibria’. Wrapped in the convoluted language of Italian politics, this formula hinted at the possibility of expanding governmental collaboration to include the Communist Party, which at the time was advocating for a ‘historic compromise’ with the Christian Democrats and other governing parties. The PSI leadership’s preference for Left unity was significant not only for its potential impact on Italian politics but also in light of developments across Southern Europe. The relationship between socialists and communists was a central issue in France, where the two parties formed an alliance in 1972, as well as in Portugal and Spain, where left-wing parties played crucial roles in the democratic transitions. As a result, the socialist parties of Portugal, Spain and, to a lesser extent, Italy became the focus of competing influences from the French PS and the German SPD, each with very different visions for the region. Under François Mitterrand, the French sought to legitimize their radical model of ‘self-management socialism’ and socialist-communist cooperation by extending it to Southern Europe. In contrast, the Germans advocated for a moderate, ‘autonomist’ model of anti-communist, reformist socialism.8 At a time when party and state diplomacy were unusually intertwined, and the international initiatives of socialist parties were regularly discussed in meetings between Western governments, the direction of the PSI became a matter of significant importance.9

De Martino’s attitude was disappointing for the anti-communist majority of the SI. Most socialist leaders and observers were perplexed by his reluctance to get involved in international meetings. De Martino declined to attend the summit of European socialist leaders held in Stockholm in August 1975, which was organized to express support for Portugal. During this meeting, the German and British representatives had agreed to press him on the stance to take regarding the communists.10 Similarly, he avoided a trip to the United States, originally scheduled for January 1976, where the same message was to be conveyed by Washington’s diplomats.11 Instead, around the same time, he announced the withdrawal of PSI support for the centre-left government led by Aldo Moro. This decision triggered a political crisis that led to early elections to be held in June. Once again, European socialists found themselves puzzled by a move they struggled to understand.12 At a rare appearance during a party leaders’ conference of the SI held in Denmark in January 1976, the Italian socialist leader found himself isolated in his support for Mitterrand and for cooperation with the communists in Italy. In conversations with the foreign ministers of the United States, the Federal Republic of Germany and France, the Labour Foreign Secretary Jim Callaghan expressed concern over what he considered De Martino’s weakness and untrustworthiness. While the group agreed that Italy was ‘the biggest problem’, Callaghan admitted that he ‘had no solution’ other than continuing to warn De Martino about the impact of his proposed opening to the communists ‘on the United States, NATO, and the Economic Community’.13

When the general elections came, the PSI secured only 9.6 per cent of the vote – a notably poor result, especially when compared to the communists’ 34.4 per cent. While the country was grappling with serious economic and political difficulties, the vote produced a deadlocked parliament where no stable majority could be formed. This impasse was eventually resolved by the formation of a Christian Democratic government, whose parliamentary support relied on a benevolent abstention vote from all the ‘constitutional’ parties, including the PCI. This marked the beginning of two and a half years of ‘national solidarity’ governments, which many viewed as a potential step towards the inclusion of communist ministers in the cabinet.

Craxi’s international agenda

In July, an alliance among younger members of the PSI leadership led to the election of Bettino Craxi as the new secretary. A former lieutenant of the historic leader Pietro Nenni, Craxi belonged to the party’s centrist ‘autonomist’ faction and was much less inclined than De Martino to seek the communists’ favour. Both German and French socialists viewed this development positively, noting that renewal was sorely needed, and that Craxi and his supporters, coming from different currents within the PSI, appeared young and dynamic enough to bring about this change.14

The new secretary, in turn, made direct appeals for solidarity from other European socialist parties. On 6 August, he met with the general secretary of the SI, emphasizing the need to strengthen the PSI’s ties to the organization both practically and symbolically – suggesting, for instance, that a major international meeting of the SI be held in Rome. He openly acknowledged the PSI’s need for not just ‘moral’ but also ‘material’ support, pointing out that the annual state funding his party received amounted to only a quarter of what the communists were getting.15 Between September and October, he met with the leaders of the SPD, the French PS and the British Labour Party to present his plan for strengthening the PSI, both organizationally and ideologically.16 Such a process required the Italian socialists to develop a more independent profile vis-à-vis the communists. As Craxi put it to François Mitterrand, part of what he needed to do was to ‘change the brand image of the PSI’. In this vein, he distanced himself from his predecessor De Martino, whom he accused of pursuing the ‘myth of Left unity’ to the extent of ‘losing faith in the party’. At the same time, Craxi emphasized the limits of the Italian communists’ political and ideological shift, arguing that they continued to align with Moscow on all key foreign policy issues.17

The legitimation coming from international socialism was crucial to the strategy of the new PSI secretary. In the October issue of the party’s monthly Mondoperaio, Craxi published an interview in which he launched the catchword ‘Eurosocialism’ as an explicit alternative to the PCI’s ‘Eurocommunism’. The contours of this ‘Eurosocialist’ alternative remained blurry, but what was clear was Craxi’s determination to distance himself from the communists and highlight his party’s autonomous tradition and connections to what he called ‘Western socialism’.18

This message was beginning to reach its intended audience. The American Embassy in Rome, for instance, followed Craxi’s initiatives with sympathy, noting that he was ‘moving in three separate areas to re-emphasize socialist autonomy. He has achieved identification of the PSI with the mainstream of European Socialism, is moving his party to definition of clearer positions on the most important issues, and wishes to take a stronger hand in the labor field’.19 US diplomats in Bonn argued that ‘Craxi made a good impression on Brandt when he visited Germany in September’, and that the SPD leaders were hopeful that he could ‘breathe some life into the PSI’. Coming off a costly electoral campaign, the Germans were ‘not in a position to be overgenerous to the PSI’, but they had ‘offered technical and organizational advice’.20 However, Craxi remained deeply concerned about the attention the PCI was receiving from European socialists due to its electoral strength and pivotal role in Italy’s political and economic crisis. When an Italian newspaper published an interview with Horst Ehmke, an SPD official considered close to Brandt, that appeared open to communist participation in government and dismissive of the PSI, Craxi expressed his disappointment to US diplomats. The article, he said, ‘added anger to the frustration with which he came away from his September meeting with SPD leaders. Craxi said that he had spent six consecutive hours pounding anti-communism into the heads of SPD leaders. He was so frustrated with the German infatuation with the PCI that he couldn’t sleep afterwards’.21

In his mission to counter both national and international ‘infatuation’ with Italian communism, Craxi could rely on the support of socialist intellectuals, particularly those associated with the Mondoperaio magazine. Though the group was more closely aligned with a different faction of the party, especially around former Budget Minister Antonio Giolitti, the Mondoperaio circle shared Craxi’s autonomist vision and impatience with the idiosyncrasies of the PCI’s political culture. As early as 1975, the PSI’s magazine had initiated a debate on the Marxist conception of the state, sparked by two articles from one of Italy’s most respected political philosophers, Norberto Bobbio. Building on Bobbio’s reflections on the absence of a Marxist theory of the state and democracy, socialist contributors focused their critiques on what they saw as continuity between Leninism, the ideas of Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci and the PCI’s political culture. Their contributions addressed both theoretical questions, such as the relationship between ‘hegemony’ and ‘consensus’ in Gramscian thought, and more current issues like the historic compromise and pluralism in the Italian political system. The political aim of the debate was clear to all: by highlighting the PCI’s lingering ties to the Third International tradition, socialist intellectuals sought to undermine the credibility of the communists’ call for a ‘democratic path to socialism’, while simultaneously asserting the superiority of the ‘Western model’ espoused by the SI parties.22

The alliance between Craxi and the socialist intellectuals did not last long – most of them broke with the secretary as early as 1979, criticizing his tendency to centralize power within the party and his lack of commitment to the reformist agenda they supported. As Giovanni Bernardini demonstrated, however, in the early years of his leadership, Craxi effectively leveraged Mondoperaio’s themes to solidify his ‘autonomist’ stance both domestically and internationally. Willy Brandt (who had been president of the SI since November 1976) offered Craxi a prominent role in the May 1977 celebrations marking the anniversary of the opening of the ‘Karl Marx House’ in Trier.23 In his speech at Trier, the PSI leader emphasized a distinction between two key approaches to the legacy of Marxist thought. He argued that the communists had inherited the ‘juvenile Jacobinism of Marx and Engels’, leading to an ‘elitist, authoritarian, and totalitarian concept of revolution’. In contrast, socialists and social democrats ‘went the opposite way’, and the ‘methods they used proved the only one able to expand the liberty and the influence of the working classes’.24

The importance of such episodes, however, should not be overstated. Craxi’s speech barely made news outside of the PSI’s newspaper Avanti, while Brandt, who also spoke at the Trier meeting, had no choice but to address the pressing issue of Eurocommunism, thereby unwittingly confirming the criticality of proposals coming from the Italian communists.25 The same happened a month later, when the PSI finally got to host a high-profile SI summit in Rome – a meeting of the organization’s bureau, featuring Brandt, Mitterrand and Senegal’s President Léopold Senghor. Craxi delivered a rather unremarkable speech on Mediterranean cooperation, which, as noted by the US Embassy, received good coverage on the Italian press but ‘did not arouse a great deal of enthusiasm among the delegates and … did not result in any concrete proposals’.26 Meanwhile, both national and international media were once again focused on the SI parties’ relationship with Eurocommunism, particularly as Brandt met PCI leader Enrico Berlinguer for the first time on the sidelines of the meeting.27

The limits of the socialists’ new course

A key step in the PSI’s renewal was marked by the party Congress held in Turin in March 1978, amid the national emergency caused by the kidnapping of the Christian Democratic leader Aldo Moro by the Red Brigades. In preparation for the congress, the socialists had been working on a new party platform (the so-called Socialist Project), for which they had repeatedly sought input from fellow socialist parties abroad.28 The Turin Congress reaffirmed Craxi’s leadership – though it continued to rely on an uneasy cross-faction coalition – as well as the efforts to consolidate the PSI’s autonomy and alignment with the mainstream of European socialism.29 The outcomes of the congress were received very positively by German social democrats. Officials insisted on the similarities between the new PSI platform and the 1975 SPD programme, and some went so far as to speak of Turin as an Italian Bad Godesberg, a reference to the historic congress where the SPD rejected Marxist principles.30 Brandt himself, upon receiving a translation of Craxi’s speech at the congress, praised it as ‘a text that could not be easily ignored’.31 Other observers offered a more nuanced view. The US Embassy noted Craxi’s focus on ‘philosophical revisionism (distancing the party from most of its remaining theoretical Marxist tenets)’ and ‘Eurosocialism’, but argued that ‘Turin was no Bad Godesberg for Italian socialism’, as the core of the party members still seemed to harbour a sentiment that ‘the Socialists’ natural ally is the Communist Party’.32

Craxi’s report to the congress described the PSI as ‘a party anchored to Western socialism by common origin and common democratic tradition’ and characterized the Socialist Project as inspired by an ‘open and avowed … revisionism’. Nevertheless, he was not in a position to abandon the radical phraseology and references that had long characterized the Italian socialist debate. When outlining his party’s specific contribution to international socialism, the secretary mentioned the ‘constitutive elements – democratic, classist and internationalist – of our troubled history’. Furthermore, his speech emphasized the PSI’s critical relationship with Marxism to an extent that was quite unusual for most SI parties by the late 1970s. Even when mentioning the Socialist Project’s anti-collectivist penchant and provision for ‘spaces of freedom in the economic field’, he felt compelled to refer to the ‘elements of freedom’ contained in Marx’s thought.33

These oscillations were noted with a hint of scepticism by the French Socialists. Internal comments on the Turin congress took note of Craxi’s new direction and increasing control on the party, which could help relaunch the PSI and turn it into the pivot of a credible alternative to the Christian Democrats. For the moment, however, Craxi ‘remained in the realm of proposals’, and his ‘Eurosocialism’ did not look ‘ripe enough to take root in the Western world’.34 The PS weekly magazine, l’Unité, used even more critical tones:

Torn between Épinay35 and Bad Godesberg, the PSI is now trying to be a European party, a party of ‘managers’ that looks towards the social democracies of the North. This is the image that Craxi wants to give. However, stifled between the DC and the PCI, the PSI, if it does not succeed in developing its ‘own social presence’, risks becoming nothing more than a ‘party of erosion’, recovering on the one hand the votes that flow back to the right of the PCI, and on the other a certain libertarian dissidence that cannot, either, find an outlet in the PCI.36


Craxi’s strongest supporters were undoubtedly the German Social Democrats, who, according to what Brandt confided to US diplomats, were also assisting him with ‘indirect financial support’.37 Due to shared ideological developments and mutual concern over the strength of the Communist Party in their respective countries, exchanges with the Spanish, and especially French Socialist Party, remained however particularly active.38 The contributors of Mondoperaio and the intellectuals involved in the Socialist Project were drawn to ideas of self-management, decentralization and pragmatism, which were associated with the PS faction aligned with Michel Rocard and the magazine Faire.
39 The exchange of political ideas and programmes was less developed in the opposite direction, with one notable exception: the PSI’s continued efforts to challenge the communist tradition. This theme held obvious appeal for the French Socialist Party, especially after the French Communists broke their alliance in September 1977, further straining relations between the two parties. The most significant contribution from the Italian socialists came in August 1978, when Craxi, following yet another round of debates about the legacy of Marxism and Leninism on the Italian Left – debates that included an intervention by PCI secretary Berlinguer – published an essay titled ‘The Socialist Gospel’. Largely ghostwritten by sociologist Luciano Pellicani, the article marked Craxi’s most direct attack yet on the communist tradition. Although most observers dismissed its theoretical analysis as shallow and unoriginal, this did not lessen its political impact. US diplomats sarcastically remarked that ‘in its superficiality, [the article] would fail to earn more than a B-minus in any sophomore government course’, and summarized its key points as follows:

According to Craxi’s analysis there has always been a conceptual dichotomy within socialism […]. This dichotomy is the antithesis between authoritarianism and liberalism, an antithesis whose roots extend to the French revolution. Leninism is a logical outgrowth of the authoritarian approach. It is a distortion of Marxism because it subordinates the working class to the paternalistic control of an intellectual elite, thereby creating a ‘pseudosocialist despotism.’ Even as elaborated by Gramsci, the Leninist approach is incompatible ‘with the social patrimony of western, secularist and liberal civilization.’ Hence, ‘between Leninist communism and socialism there exists a substantial incompatibility which can be synthesized in the contrast between collectivism and pluralism.’ After citing Proudhon, Rosa Luxembourg, GDH Cole, Bertrand Russell, David [sic] Cohn-Bendit, Carlo Rosselli and Djilas in support of his argument, Craxi drives his point home: ‘Leninism and pluralism are antithetical; if one prevails, the other dies’.40


The significance of this move, the analysis concluded, ‘lies in the article’s timing, context and intent. Craxi believes he has seen in Leninism the Achilles heel of the Italian Communist Party and when Berlinguer’s recent interview gave him an opening, he pouched’. The essay, in fact, expanded on themes Craxi had previously addressed in his speech at the Karl Marx House in Trier, but its repercussions were far greater.41 In France, the ‘Socialist Gospel’ was published in full by both l’Unité and Faire – the former calling it ‘a turning point for the PSI’,42 and the latter describing it as ‘an explosive text in which [Craxi] highlights the total incompatibility between Leninism and democratic socialism’.43 Once again, however, commentators noted that Craxi’s interventions were light on concrete proposals. Gilles Martinet, the PS’s expert on Italian affairs and one of Michel Rocard’s associates, remarked that the PSI leader’s reasoning would require ‘further development’. Criticizing Leninism while ‘evoking the fathers of democratic socialism’ was not enough, as the latter, ‘like Lenin, cannot provide us with any serious answers to the problems of our times. History teaches us many things, but it cannot tell us where to go’. Going back to Craxi’s critique of the Jacobin tradition stemming from the French Revolution, Martinet agreed that this tradition ‘weighed heavily, and in a negative way, on the history of the socialist movement. But what other lesson can we draw from it? We are not going to start worshipping Mirabeau instead of Robespierre, are we?’44

Martinet’s article appeared to voice concerns about Craxi’s ability to navigate between traditional leftist socialism and forms of left-liberalism or centrist social democracy. Simply distancing himself from communism, and even the outdated Leninist tradition, was insufficient to reshape a socialist agenda capable of addressing the challenges of the global transition of the late 1970s. Meanwhile, US observers, less focused on the renewal of socialist political culture, began to question whether Craxi’s campaign – seen by some as a sign that ‘a new and strong liberal force was in the making’ – was losing momentum. Even the results of the PSI’s European strategy came under scrutiny, despite recent initiatives such as a series of ‘meetings for lower-ranking party officials’ organized in collaboration with the SPD’s Friedrich Ebert Foundation and a PSI-sponsored international seminar on ‘communism, Marxism, and socialism’. ‘Here too’, an embassy report noted, ‘progress has been limited’:

On a personal level Craxi has not cultivated contact with Mitterrand, whom he does not like, or Callaghan, Brandt or Schmidt, who are not his type. On a party level contacts have improved but are still disappointing. Indeed, relations between the PSI and the SPD remain somewhat troubled. Italian socialists know that their German colleagues consider the Italian Communist Party more important. They are offended when SPD representatives such as Horst Ehmke come to Rome and see communist officials without bothering to seen them. However, the German socialists are willing to give financial support to Craxi. This financial arrangement is common knowledge in Italy and has given rise to the widely-circulated barb, ‘Craxi is not a Marx-ist but a Mark-ist’. … to sum up, in this area as in others, the present party leadership has improved matters but not as substantially as had been hoped.45


In the East-West arena

From 1978 to 1979, significant shifts emerged in both national and international politics that affected the circumstances of the PSI. In Italy, the PCI withdrew its support for Andreotti’s cabinet in January 1979, marking the end of the national solidarity governments. The PCI’s influence declined after the elections in June, and the ‘communist question’ began to fade internationally, alongside the weakening of the Eurocommunist movement due to Soviet opposition and internal tensions.46 Despite not increasing its vote share, the PSI gained unexpected political influence as an indispensable coalition partner for the Christian Democrats, which it leveraged by reviving the centre-left formula in 1980. During this time, Craxi consolidated his control over the PSI, overcoming internal critics, and began exploring avenues that could take him to the position of prime minister of Italy in a coalition government.47

These changes occurred against a backdrop of global transformations. The electoral defeat of Britain’s Labour Party and Margaret Thatcher’s rise to power in 1979, soon to be followed by the election of Ronald Reagan in the United States, symbolized a broader shift in European politics, where social democracy was losing ground to a new type of conservatism.48 East-West relations also cooled, with the final crisis of détente marked by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and disputes over the deployment of new nuclear missiles in Europe.49

By the early 1980s, the PSI had fully transformed into Craxi’s party, reflecting his leadership style and the modernizing image he aimed to project. The party’s discourse adapted to the changing international environment, focusing on three key themes. First, socialist programmes became far more market-oriented than before. Rather than simply opposing the neoliberal wave, the party emphasized the need to rethink the state’s role in the economy and the welfare system to meet the challenges of an increasingly post-industrial and individualistic society. Central to this modernization effort was reforming Italy’s institutional system to strengthen the legitimacy and authority of the executive branch. Promoting reforms to enable more decisive governance – aligned with Craxi’s own assertive leadership – became the second, and perhaps most defining, aspect of the PSI’s platform.50 These themes were central to the new programme the PSI approved in 1982. In exchanges with other European socialist parties, who were invited to provide feedback on the draft in progress, Luigi Covatta, the PSI official responsible for the programme, made a significant remark: ‘This programme will have a different nature from the Socialist Project approved in 1978 at our Congress in Turin … That Project was intended, in fact, to better define the political and cultural identity of our party, whereas the programme we are currently developing should outline the lines of action for a potential socialist-led government in our country’.51

However, it was the third element of Craxi’s policy that had the greatest influence on the international socialist debate: the PSI’s decision to align more closely with the Western alliance and champion human rights and dissidence in Eastern Europe, even at the expense of supporting détente. The first significant test was the issue of NATO’s proposed production and deployment of new ‘Euromissiles’ across Western Europe. Social Democratic Chancellor Schmidt was the first to emphasize the need to modernize the Western Alliance’s theatre nuclear forces (TNF), and he took it upon himself to persuade other European nations to accept the potential stationing of these missiles on their territory.52 US officials also encouraged the SPD to help ‘selling’ the programme, and, as the Italian parliamentary vote on nuclear rearmament was approaching, Craxi himself confirmed to the American ambassador that ‘chancellor Schmidt was sending a German expert to brief him on the TNF issue’.53 Schmidt’s efforts appeared to have contributed swaying the Italian socialists, who in December 1979 played a decisive role in the parliamentary vote that conditionally approved the rearmament plan, linking the deployment of the new missiles to preliminary negotiations between the blocs.54

Coming after a period of East-West détente, heavily influenced by the SPD governments’ Ostpolitik, the rearmament issue was inherently controversial for the SI. In the ensuing years, as talks over missile deployment continued, unity among European socialists crumbled. Leaders and grassroots militants across various parties, including a substantial segment of the SPD and even Brandt himself, joined the transnational movement opposing the Euromissiles.55 This revealed an unexpected political shift within the SI: the Southern European socialist parties, which had been seen as the most radical just a few years earlier, now found themselves more aligned with NATO policies. Leading this shift were the French socialists, who gained increasing influence after Mitterrand’s presidential victory in May 1981, supported by their Spanish, Portuguese, and Italian counterparts – each of whom would soon come to power in their respective countries (in December 1982, June 1983, August 1983, respectively).56

A more significant conflict arose in late 1981, when the imposition of martial law in Poland exposed unresolved contradictions in the European socialists’ approach to East-West détente. The crackdown came as a response to the rise of the independent trade union Solidarity, which had revealed the Polish communist government’s fragile support. The PSI closely monitored this development as part of its broader policy of supporting dissent movements and figures in Eastern Bloc countries – a cornerstone of the party’s international agenda but also a valuable tool in its ongoing rivalry with the Italian Communist Party.57 However, this stance risked creating tensions with the SPD, which, as part of its commitment to the goals of Ostpolitik, emphasized the importance of maintaining dialogue with Eastern Bloc leaderships, whom they saw as crucial interlocutors. For Brandt and Schmidt, political attacks centred on support for dissidents and human rights could jeopardize these diplomatic channels. At the same time, other socialist parties considered that such actions were justified by the SI’s stated commitment to defending human rights.58

The Polish events brought these dilemmas to the fore. Brandt and the general secretary of the SI, Bernt Carlsson, issued a communiqué that erred on the side of caution. While expressing ‘deep concern’, the document insisted on an attitude of non-interference, arguing that ‘the Socialist International is aware that unwanted advice or strongly worded declarations will not help the people of Poland: only the restraint and the will for cooperation of those wanting peace constitute effective assistance’. The document even acknowledged ‘the intention of the Polish leadership not to interrupt and reverse but to continue the process of reforms and renewal of the country’, while expecting ‘that the people arrested will be released and that trade union rights will be restored’.59

Several member parties criticized the statement, deeming it too soft and overly diplomatic – with a Swedish representative commenting that it sounded like something drafted by the German Foreign Office.60 The PSI, however, along with the French Socialist Party, went a step further by publicly dissociating themselves from the statement, arguing that the International’s secretariat had no mandate to represent the organization’s views without formal consultation.61 Some party officials also accused Brandt of inertia, or even of bowing to Moscow. Further aggravating the Italians was the fact that, following the outbreak of the Polish crisis, Brandt had met with Enrico Berlinguer at the European Parliament – a meeting that the PCI, which had strongly condemned repression in Poland, had widely publicized.62

The Italian socialists’ dissent received considerable attention in the German press, particularly from conservative outlets.63 When Hans Eberhard-Dingels, head of the SPD’s International Relations department, sought clarification from PSI representatives, they responded by saying that the German Social Democrats ‘shouldn’t take [Craxi’s] public criticism too seriously, as it mainly served to address the domestic political scene in Italy – essentially, to land a blow on the local communists’.64 Annoyed, Brandt indirectly responded to his critics during a televised interview, stating that while he could understand the indignation being voiced, ‘strong words’, ‘empty rhetoric’ and ‘ersatz heroism’ would do nothing to help Poland.65 Craxi, in turn, reacted to these declarations with a telegram of complaint to the SPD.66

Highlighting some cracks in Brandt’s leadership, the Presidium of the SI met in Paris on 29 December and issued a new, more resolute statement on the Polish crisis.67 As for the PSI, tensions with the SPD remained high, despite efforts to repair relations. In early January, the Italians organized a joint seminar in Rome, attended by Craxi and Horst Ehmke. However, PSI representatives continued to emphasize their divergences from the German position, with some even hinting at the risk of a schism within the SI. In his report of the seminar to Brandt and Schmidt, Ehmke warned that ‘Craxi should be careful not to break too much foreign policy porcelain for understandable domestic reasons. If he gives the impression of having fundamental disagreements with the SPD and the Federal Government on foreign policy, it could be exploited by the communists in Italy and the ideological Right in America – limiting Europe’s ability to influence Reagan.’68

A new dispute erupted just two weeks later when the PSI, alongside the French and Portuguese socialists, opposed another initiative by the SI: a mission to Moscow led by the Socialist International Disarmament Council (SIDAC), which the three parties considered inappropriate given the recent Polish crisis.69 SIDAC’s chairman, Finnish Prime Minister Kalevi Sorsa, strongly protested against this move, expressing his frustration in a letter to Brandt. He argued that the ‘basic principles’ of his work were ‘now at risk’. The SI’s ability to chart an independent course in East-West relations, aligned with autonomous European initiatives, seemed to be faltering. ‘If we today were commanded to march behind the flags of the present American foreign policy’ he concluded, ‘the International would do it united as it did in the 50s’.70 The PSI appeared to be leading this shift. Its head of International Affairs, Carlo Ripa di Meana, was by then outright criticizing Ostpolitik in the name of human rights, using arguments reminiscent of American neoconservatives, and his interventions were gaining an audience in the German conservative press.71 By October, in conversations with his staff, Brandt lamented that ‘differences between the northern and southern European parties in every evaluation of East-West relations is [sic] worsening’. According to notes taken by Bernt Carlsson, Brandt added that ‘it was a scandal that at the Presidium meeting in Paris one representative of a member party had read (?) a statement which was a direct quotation from a memorandum which had been presented by the US ambassador of that country (PSI Italy)’.72

Conclusion

When Craxi became Prime Minister of Italy in August 1983, the PSI had only slightly improved its electoral performance compared to the disappointing results of 1979 and 1976, reaching 11.4 per cent of the vote in the June general elections. In a paradox that did not go unnoticed by observers, it was only through the intricate manoeuvrings of Italy’s political system that the socialist leader ascended to the premiership – a position from which he aimed to reform that very system.73

What could an Italian socialist prime minister contribute to European socialism? Craxi’s responses to this question were perplexing. In a meeting of socialist heads of government held in Athens in October, his interventions seemed to question the very rationale of socialist policies in the face of contemporary socio-economic upheavals. ‘What should a socialist do when faced with a public deficit of 16 per cent of GDP?’, he asked. ‘What is socialism when confronted with crises in the steel or chemical industries? Should factories that lose fortunes every year be closed?’ And, further on:

Today we prioritise concrete action. We must act in response to the actual needs expressed. We have adapted our programmes to a society that is evolving, for example, with regard to the concept of property. In fact, the Left no longer needs to be revolutionary in a Europe where revolution is not necessary. The progress made since the beginning of the century is immense. The problem we now face is that of equality and fair distribution, but this is mainly a global issue. The greatest injustice must be sought beyond our borders.

Lionel Jospin, the first secretary of the PS, could not help but remark: ‘Listening to Craxi … one begins to wonder: does the socialist movement still have its justification? After all, a certain conservatism can address minimal demands.’74

A few months later, political scientist Wolfgang Merkel analysed the plans of the Italian prime minister in a detailed article for the SPD’s theoretical journal, Die Neue Gesellschaft.
75 Merkel described the key programmatic shift of the PSI as a move away from the ‘radical-reformist, participation-oriented ideas’ that had characterized the 1978 Turin Congress, towards a new ‘decisionist’ approach focused on institutional reforms. His evaluation of Craxi’s government’s early actions, however, was quite sceptical:

The Craxi government responded to the challenge of 16% inflation, 10% unemployment and a threatening national debt with an income policy that was more neo-liberal than social democratic. Admittedly, the restrictive conditions of the international capital market, the structural crisis of the advanced industrial societies and the dire situation of the Italian government’s own budget left the Italian government little room for manoeuvre. Under these circumstances, a Keynesian policy stimulating domestic demand would not only have been pointless but also disastrous. … But instead of breaking with the clientelist subsidy policy of Christian Democrat origin, shifting the budget’s focus to productive sectors, swiftly introducing the long-overdue tax reform and combining economic austerity with social balance, Craxi tried to cut the automatic inflation compensation for employees

(scala mobile).

According to Merkel, the Italian difficulties were symptomatic of broader problems:

Craxi’s practice of socially unbalanced income policy also points to a conceptual problem for the entire European Left. In the years of economic growth, the Left was largely content to think about the democratisation of the economy and redistributive modalities. The reduction of economic resources and the associated structural problems of the welfare state left it without a concept. It has so far failed to think about progressive ways of generating social wealth under restrictive economic conditions. The Italian Socialist Party is currently in danger of paying for this lack of concept with inconsistent oscillations between neo-corporatist programs and neoliberal practice. It is therefore no coincidence that the centre of the PSI’s reform efforts has shifted from the social sphere to state institutions.

When Craxi took the helm of the PSI, in 1976, the party was at the periphery of European socialism. Support from SI parties was crucial to his programme of renewal, helping to strengthen the PSI’s profile and legitimize it with Italy’s European and American interlocutors. In this respect, the situation in Italy mirrored the European socialists’ interventions in Portugal and Spain during the mid-1970s. Of course, the PSI was not a party coming from years of clandestine work and repression under a dictatorship. In fact, by 1976, it had spent much of the previous decade in government.76 Nevertheless, its relationship with major European socialist parties remained lopsided, as the Italians were more often recipients of foreign support and influence than active contributors to international debates. While European socialists were grappling with the challenges of moving beyond the postwar golden age of capitalism, the PSI’s key contributions remained focused on outdated issues, such as communist-socialist relations and the legacy of Marxism. These topics were largely irrelevant to most socialist parties, which had long since moved past such concerns. Those with some interest in them – primarily the French and the Spanish – typically engaged with these issues tactically, in their struggles against local communist parties.

Craxi came to power as the global transition away from the postwar models of consensus capitalism was coming to maturity. His response was to adapt to this change while betting on institutional reform as a means to enhance his capacity to manage it. However, this focus, tailored as it was to the peculiarities of the Italian system, attracted limited interest in the broader international socialist debate. At the same time, he firmly positioned his party with a pro-Western stance, to the point of appearing dismissive of the achievements of social democratic foreign policy in the East-West context.

It could be argued that the trajectory of the PSI mirrored that of the influence of social democratic networks on international relations. Craxi’s rise occurred during a period marked by East-West détente, particularly in Europe, and the ability of social democratic networks to engage with European and Western diplomacy. In this context, the relationship between the PSI and SI parties was one of mutual legitimization: Craxi benefited from the support of the SI, while, for European social democrats, their involvement in Italy served as an important validation of their credibility and international influence. However, the crisis of détente and the emergence of new transatlantic tensions during the presidencies of Jimmy Carter, and even more so Ronald Reagan, altered the landscape. Atlantic and European social democratic legitimization began to conflict, and Craxi generally favoured the former, especially as the SI, weakened by internal divisions and the electoral decline of many member parties, no longer commanded the same authority it had in previous years.
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François Mitterrand, the French Socialist Party and Latin America

Argentina (1971–83)

Matthieu Trouvé

Introduction

Latin America played a key role in the international policy of the French Socialist Party (PS) in the 1970s. This period saw a marked increase in links and references to Latin America within the new French Socialist Party, which was seeking to internationalize and project a Third Worldist image. The SFIO’s indifference to Latin America was followed by a ‘strong Latin American wave within the Socialist Party’.1

First Secretary of the French Socialist Party (PS) François Mitterrand made his first trip outside Europe to Chile in November 1971, but he was not familiar with Latin America. The only references to Latin America made by François Mitterrand were to Cuba and Ernesto Che Guevara, particularly in his private correspondence.2 But François Mitterrand’s entourage and certain Socialist Party members showed an interest in what was happening in Latin America. Latin America became a political laboratory and a subject of study for the PS, particularly Chile, Cuba, Argentina and Central America.

This policy direction of the French Socialists must be seen in a geopolitical context. The 1970s were a key period in the history of Latin America, marked by the ‘Years of Lead’, military violence and revolutionary struggles in the context of the Cold War. Latin America remained under the influence of Washington since the nineteenth century and the Monroe Doctrine. Fidel Castro’s rise to power and the Cuban crisis have contributed to a hardening of US policy. In the name of the fight against ‘communist subversion’, the United States came to support dictatorial regimes in the 1960s. The establishment and strengthening of pro-American military dictatorships continued in the 1970s, in Uruguay, Chile (1973) and Argentina (1976). When Jimmy Carter came to power, the situation changed: the new American president (1976–80) put forward a policy of respect for human rights. Some countries, such as Brazil, began a timid process of democratization, while others, such as Argentina and the countries of Central America, plunged into violence or guerrilla warfare. In this unstable context, Fidel Castro’s regime was seen by the socialist press as a model of stability, ‘an original experiment, distinct from Soviet communism’,3 which broke with the SFIO’s discourse on the Cuban regime.4

France has been trying to maintain a policy of cooperation with Latin America since the 1960s and General de Gaulle’s tours in 1964 (Mexico in March, South America in September–October).5 But links between France and Latin America remain weak. Although Valéry Giscard d’Estaing tried to strengthen relations with a number of countries that were emerging as future economic powers, French foreign policy was mainly focused on Europe and Africa.6 In this context, Latin America appeared to be a fertile ground for the French Socialist Party to occupy an area neglected by French foreign policy. After years in which the non-communist French left had little interest in Latin American history or politics, the 1970s marked the first real contact between PS leaders and Latin America. This article aims to analyse the Latin American passion of the French Socialist Left by focusing on the place of Latin America in the foreign policy of the Socialist Party, and in particular on its policy towards Argentina between 1971 and 1983.

The French Socialist Party’s interest in Latin America: Actors and events

The origins of the French Socialist Party’s Latin American tropism

The French Socialist Party’s Latin American tropism can be measured by four factors. The first is what might be called ‘the discreet charm of the Cuban revolution’. The arrival in power of the Castro movement in Cuba in 1959 exerted a fascination in Europe in certain left-wing circles and among intellectuals. Images of the Cuban revolutionaries triumphing in Havana travelled around the world and fascinated a whole generation of activists critical of Soviet hegemony, Third Worldist and socialist leaders. They gave the revolution a romantic aspect of popular struggle. But the socialists were not unanimous on Cuba. Guy Mollet distanced himself from Fidel Castro’s regime, as did many SFIO leaders, who were indifferent at best. In the second half of the 1960s, a few intellectuals and people on the left spoke out in favour of Cuba, such as Claude Estier, who visited the island in 1966,7 Antoine Blanca and Régis Debray, who joined the guerrillas alongside Che. In Le Nouvel Observateur in 1967, François Mitterrand paid tribute to the guerrilla fighter who died in Bolivia and hailed Che Guevara’s fight as ‘that of free men’. Many (Mouvement des Jeunes Socialistes) and PSU (Parti socialiste unifié) activists were enthusiastic about the Castro revolution and the figure of Che became an icon in university circles in the late 1960s.

From 1971, François Mitterrand’s Socialist Party (PS) became closer to Cuba. The PS First Secretary met Fidel Castro for the first time in Santiago in 1971. A French Socialist delegation led by François Mitterrand made an official visit to Cuba in 1974, reflecting a greater awareness of the ‘Cuban experience’. This was seen as a positive experience of resistance and freedom, opposed to American imperialism, at a time when the PS was taking a more Third Worldist approach, breaking with the Atlanticism of the old SFIO. This pro-Castro discourse gave the Socialist Party a more third-world and left-wing image. But Cuba was not the PS’s only Latin American reference.

Salvador Allende’s accession to power in Chile and the formation of a Popular Unity government bringing together socialists, communists and other formations of the Chilean left is a second key element in understanding the Latin American tropism of the Socialist Party.8 Allende’s government was a model for the French socialist left. In an interview for the French TV in November 1971, François Mitterrand emphasized the similarities between the Chilean and French cases.9 As a political mirror of the French left, Allende’s Chile was an object of reflection for all left-wing parties.10 Within the PS, questions were asked about the lessons of the Chilean experience, the strategy for uniting the Left and the need to impose socialism by legal means. The Chilean Popular Unity government was seen as a laboratory11 for justifying the left-wing alliance strategy sought by François Mitterrand. The example also justified the denunciation of American imperialism and the crisis of capitalism. However, the leaders of the Socialist Party also emphasized the differences between Chile and France and ended up proposing a less ambitious nationalization programme than in Chile in the June 1972 Programme commun – interpreted as the French version of the 1969 Programa básico de gobierno de la Unidad.
12 But Allende’s Chile was also seen as a failure political experience. The assassination of the Chilean president on 11 September 1973 was a real emotional shock for the entire French socialist left.

The presence of Latin American exiles in France from the 1960s to 1970s was a decisive factor in the Socialist Party’s growing interest in Latin America. Driven out of their countries for political reasons, these exiles, who were militant democrats but not necessarily socialists, found refuge in Europe, particularly in France, Great Britain and Germany.13 Some of them had contact with the Socialist Party, either through previous militant links or by creating new links during their exile in France. They acted as ‘go-betweens’ and intermediaries between their movement and the French PS, which became the spokesperson for their struggle. This gave rise to networks and joint initiatives in support of the fight against Latin American dictatorships. Around these exiles gravitated committees for solidarity or action with Latin America, circles or organizations for human rights activism. Some exiles act as consultants or specialists on Latin America for the PS and are asked to write reports for the PS’s international relations secretariat.

Chilean refugees are one of the largest communities in France. Dozens of Comités Chili were set up by activists from various parties, trade unions and left-wing movements throughout France.14 Several members of the Centre d’études et d’initiatives de solidarité internationale (CEDETIM) and intellectuals such as Alain Joxe set up the Comité de soutien à la lutte révolutionnaire du peuple chilien. As for Argentine refugees, their presence in France from 1976 onwards is better known thanks to recent studies.15 Some of them enjoyed the support of the Socialist Party during their exile. This was the case of Hipólito Solari Yrigoyen, a socialist activist who went into exile in France after being kidnapped, tortured and thrown into prison. In 1976, Lionel Jospin, the party secretary responsible for relations with the Third World, drew the attention of the Argentine authorities and the President of the European Parliament to the fate of Hipólito Solari Yrigoyen.16 Yrigoyen, who had been released and taken refuge in the Paris region, got in touch with the Socialist Party mayor of Bondy, Claude Fuzier, who gave him material assistance. Yrigoyen continued his activism in France with the help of the PS. He issued publications and took part in a number of political and cultural events with French Socialist leaders throughout the period 1976–80.

The PS’s Latin-American circles

The final factor explaining the Socialist Party’s tropism towards Latin America was the actors involved in Latin American politics and the Latin Americanism of the leaders of the PS. Before 1971, some activists had shown an interest in Latin American issues and Third World struggles, but within the new Socialist Party born at the Epinay Congress, several circles of Latin Americanist actors formed around the Party’s First Secretary.

The first of these circles was the ‘political circle’, made up of politicians who were more or less close to François Mitterrand. They were involved in forging closer links between the Socialist Party and Latin American socialist parties, and gave doctrinal thought to the place of Latin America in the world and in the party’s foreign policy. They included socialists such as Claude Estier, a former anti-colonialist activist with close ties to communist circles, who introduced François Mitterrand to Allende’s Chile. Other members include Alain Vivien and Jean-Pierre Cot. Jean-Pierre Cot, MP for Savoie and member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, regularly appeared in the National Assembly to criticize Valéry Giscard d’Estaing’s policies and to express his concern about the fate of French citizens who had disappeared in Argentina. Jean-Pierre Cot was to be part of a delegation from the Socialist International (SI) which was to visit Argentina, Uruguay, Paraguay and Chile in order to examine the internal situation of these countries with regard to human rights. But the trip was cancelled due to the refusal of a visa for this delegation.17 Didier Motchane was a member of Jean-Pierre Chevènement’s party and briefly responsible for Third World and developed countries (1973–5) before being replaced by Lionel Jospin. He was an ideologue on the issue of links with Latin America and the Third World. He has written numerous articles on the subject.

A second circle is made up of the party officials directly responsible for international relations and, consequently, relations with Latin America: Robert Pontillon (1971–9), Lionel Jospin, initially responsible for relations with the Third World (1977–9), then in charge of international relations (1979–81), Jacques Huntzinger (1981–5), and their assistants, Yves Lebas and Nicole Bourdillat, assistant at the Centre for Comparative Analysis of Political Systems at the University of Paris, author of numerous notes on Central America. These managers of the PS’s Latin American policy have produced a large number of reports, notes and press releases on Latin America. They monitored relations between the Socialist Party and its Latin American ‘sister parties’. A study of the archives reveals the growing importance of Lionel Jospin, who professionalized the position of head of the PS’s international sector.

Another circle was formed by the ‘accompaniers’ who followed François Mitterrand on his trips to Latin America, such as Gaston Defferre, Alain Rousselet and Antoine Andrieux, an old SFIO activist who accompanied the First Secretary to Mexico, Costa Rica and Venezuela.

The circle of ‘specialists’ is particularly large. It included politicians, political scientists, experts and specialists in Latin America, who were regularly consulted, had many contacts with Latin American leaders and politicians and wrote notes for the party’s international relations secretariat. They include Antoine Blanca, Alain Rouquié, Renée Fregosi and Jean-Jacques Kourliansky.

Finally, the last Latin Americanist circle is that of ‘influencers’ outside the party. This includes writers and intellectuals who are sensitive to Latin American issues, such as Régis Debray, Alain Touraine, Alain Joxe – brother of Pierre Joxe, sociologist and researcher specializing in peace issues, author of a book on the Chilean political system.18 This circle also includes trade union movements close to the Socialist Party that are closely following the situation in Latin America (FEN, CFDT),19 and which can be found in demonstrations against Latin American dictatorships. This circle also includes the socialist youth movements (MJS) which have contacts with Argentine sectors, Peronists and Montoneros, as well as the circle of French people abroad where, in cultural circles and Alliances françaises, there are a number of socialist activists or sympathizers who are sometimes responsible for local sections of the Socialist Party in Latin America.

Many of these people were involved in French foreign policy in the 1980s, in the circles of power and in the important political entourages of François Mitterrand, the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs. Régis Debray was an adviser at the Elysée Palace on the Third World and Latin America, the organizer of François Mitterrand’s trip to Mexico and responsible for the so-called Cancun speech in October 1981. Antoine Blanca was an advisor to Pierre Mauroy, then ambassador for Latin America. Jean-Pierre Cot was briefly Minister for Cooperation. Jacques Huntzinger took up a post at the Quai d’Orsay in 1989. Although these different circles are varied, the most important figures involved in the links between the Socialist Party and Latin America in the years 1971–81 are undoubtedly Claude Estier, Lionel Jospin, Antoine Blanca and Régis Debray, whose names appear the most, not only in the archives but also in the texts and articles published in the Socialist press.

The manifestations of the PS’s interest in Latin America

The PS First Secretary made four trips to Latin America between 1971 and 1981. Six countries were visited by a socialist delegation led by François Mitterrand on each occasion: Chile (November 1971); Cuba (October 1974); Mexico, Costa Rica and Venezuela (January 1977); and the Dominican Republic (March 1980), as part of a meeting of the SI. Major Latin American countries that had fallen under military dictatorship, such as Brazil, Argentina and Uruguay, were not visited for obvious political reasons. All in all, the place of Latin America in François Mitterrand’s travels between 1971 and 1981 may seem relatively modest compared with Europe (69 trips). But this impression must be put into perspective if we consider the fact that Latin America is in second place after Europe, ahead of Africa and Asia.20

These trips are the most visible and striking manifestation of the PS leadership’s interest in Latin America. In particular, the trips to Chile, Cuba, Mexico, Costa Rica and Venezuela were among the best covered by the national and socialist press, as well as by television.21 They constitute a political staging of transnational socialist solidarity. In Cuba, it was the first time that the Líder Máximo had received a leader of a European socialist party and member of the SI François Mitterrand was welcomed like a real head of state, with banners, anthems and parades. Reporting on the trip, the ORTF journalist did not hesitate to say that, ‘during this trip, François Mitterrand defined Fidel Castro as a modest man who wanted to be understood, open and generous. For his part, Fidel Castro stressed the importance (…) of unity of action between French socialists and communists in support of popular aspirations for democratic change’.22

Another important manifestation of the PS’s interest in Latin America was the growing number of contacts between French and Latin American parties and political leaders during the period 1971–81. These contacts took place at international meetings within the framework of the SI or when Latin American delegations visited France. François Mitterrand was often asked for a meeting or a more official audience. The First Secretary of the French Socialist Party met with many socialist leaders, as well as with Latin American ambassadors in Paris.23 For example, he met the Brazilian Miguel Arraes in February 1980 and the Bolivian Jaime Paz Zamora, a former leftist who had converted to social democracy, in December of the same year.24 Lionel Jospin, as head of the party’s Third World sector in 1977, also received many representatives of the Latin American left. This proliferation of contacts speaks volumes about the PS’s growing interest in Latin America, especially when compared with the situation prior to the SFIO era, when contacts were virtually non-existent.

Similarly, the refusal of the party’s leaders to receive certain delegations or to enter into relations with populist or controversial movements, even though they are classed as left-wing, is also indicative of the PS’s Latin American policy. For example, we can analyse the PS’s reluctance to meet the leaders of the Brazilian PDT, or the leadership’s refusal to enter into contact with the leaders of the Peronist movements – despite the links between the latter and the MJS. The PS favoured relations with the member organizations of the SI, following the example of Carlos Altamirano’s Chilean PS, or the Argentine UCR led by Ricardo Balbín and then Raul Alfonsín, which had a strong representative in exile in Paris in the person of Hipólito Solari Yrigoyen.

On the other hand, the French Socialist Party was at the origin of a large number of works on Latin America: reports, statistical and economic studies, political and philosophical reflections, which led to the creation of a body of knowledge on Latin America. This political knowledge helps to forge a vision of the subcontinent. Two types of written production stand out: on the one hand, the publications of the socialist press – L’Unité, the weekly directed by Claude Estier, Le Poing et la Rose, La Nouvelle revue socialiste and Frontière – with articles that are both committed and serious, written by specialists such as Antoine Blanca, and, on the other hand, the communiqués of the PS on Latin America. The latter are issued by the party’s international secretariat, executive office or steering committee. They tended to multiply over the years,25 emphasizing the defence of democracy, condemnation of human rights abuses, concern about the fate of the French ‘disappeared’ in Argentina or Uruguay, or the trials and fate of political prisoners.

The PS thus appears to be a lobby group and an important actor in international relations. By monitoring this policy, the international relations secretariat was the real institutional driving force behind parallel diplomacy. The PS archives also contain an important documentation on Latin America, congresses of ‘sister parties’ and documents from embassies, all of which tend to prove the existence of links between the PS and the Quai d’Orsay. All this documentation shows that the Socialist Party was very well informed about the political situation in Latin America and helps to define a geopolitical vision within the party. It also demonstrates the circulation of information between the PS and the outside world.

Multi-partisan and multi-union political and cultural activities on Latin America were organized on the left with the support of the French Socialist Party. PS leaders took part in numerous solidarity demonstrations alongside communists, trade unionists from CFDT and FEN, in defence of freedoms in Latin America against military dictatorships. On the cultural front, the initiative often came from socialist municipalities or associations close to the Socialist Party. Most of the time, these were operations to promote Latin American culture, sometimes organized in direct association with exiles. For example, the world university theatre festival in Nancy, organized by Jack Lang in April–May 1977, devoted its theme to Latin America and exhibited works from the Allende museum collection for the first time in France. A fresco dedicated to Salvador Allende was inaugurated by François Mitterrand and the widow of the former Chilean president. The First Secretary of the Socialist Party declared he will break off relations with Pinochet’s dictatorship if he came to power.26 The Bondy town council, led by Claude Fuzier, was behind the creation of the Latin American Cultural Institute (INCLA), which was designed as a place for Latin American exiles to meet up.27 Demonstrations were also held in Besançon, a town held by the Socialist Party since 1953, where many Chilean exiles were present. Finally, Socialist leaders were present at many cultural and artistic events – concerts, theatrical performances – organized to free prisoners held by military dictatorships in Latin America. One of the first major cultural exhibitions under the presidency of François Mitterrand was held in December 1982 at the Grand Palais, devoted to Latin America with the support of the Socialist Human Rights Association.28

Latin America in the international policy of the French Socialist Party: The case of the mobilization against the dictatorship in Argentina

The French Socialist Party and the mobilization against Latin American dictatorships

The French Socialist Party’s Latin American policy provided an opportunity to criticize the government’s policy, which gave priority to Europe and Africa. It also reveals France’s lack of ambition in Latin America and the government’s lack of reaction to the crimes committed by dictatorships. The French Giscard d’Estaing was criticized for his inaction: although he deigned to receive Mrs Allende in audience on 26 May 1977,29 he did not provide sufficient support for the Chilean refugees who arrived in France in the 1970s.

The PS also criticized the aid and cooperation given to Latin American military regimes. For example, when General Geisel made an official visit to Paris in 1976 and the French President went to Brazil in October 1978,30 the PS denounced France’s support for repressive military regimes and criticize French ‘Realpolitik’, which ignored human rights on the pretext of finding commercial outlets for national companies.

In the fight against Latin American dictatorships and in defence of democracy, the Socialist Party was involved in several mobilization campaigns in the 1970s. Latin America provided an opportunity for the party to promote democracy and human rights. Three countries in particular were involved, with important chronological nuances: Chile, Argentina and Brazil.31 These mobilizations are publicized in the media, driven and supported by activists, but also supervised by the party leadership.

As a result of the shock provoked by General Pinochet’s coup d’état, Chile was the first country in which socialists mobilized. Like Franco’s Spain in the 1950s and 1960s, in the 1970s Pinochet’s Chile became the symbol of the socialist left’s struggle against reactionary forces. On 12 September 1973, a solidarity march was organized in Paris, bringing together François Mitterrand, Georges Marchais, Georges Séguy and Edmond Maire. Many solidarity committees were set up throughout France by Socialist sympathizers, while the federations adopted motions condemning Pinochet’s dictatorship. The mobilization also took the form of music and sound: the PS financed the production of an LP on Chile – ‘Venceremos’ – reproducing Salvador Allende’s last speech as well as revolutionary songs and poems by Pablo Neruda. But the Socialist Party was far from having a monopoly on the fight for freedoms in Chile, and socialist discourse was sometimes drowned out by a flood of demonstrations.

The French Socialist Party confronts Argentina’s military dictatorship

If the socialists had ‘Chile in their hearts’ (O. Duhamel) in the years 1973–7, Chile disappeared somewhat from people’s minds four years after Pinochet’s coup d’état. From 1976–7 Argentina began to mobilize more around the defence of democracy. The first aim of the Socialist Party’s mobilization was to condemn the regime that had emerged in the wake of the coup d’état of 24 March 1976 in Buenos Aires and to publicly defend democracy. Following the overthrow of Isabel Perón’s government, a communiqué signed by the PS, the PCF, the Mouvement des Radicaux de Gauche, the CGT, the CFDT and the Fédération de l’Éducation Nationale (FEN) denounced ‘the anti-democratic measures taken by the Argentine military, in particular the suppression of political parties and trade union organisations’.32 The PS Steering Committee unanimously adopted a text which ‘considers that the seizure of power by the Argentine General Staff is a coup de force directed less against the corrupt government than against democracy and progress in Argentina’. For the French socialist leaders, ‘the regimes in force in Brazil and Chile, and the one being attempted today in Argentina, cannot solve the fundamental problems of the Latin American peoples (…). The Socialist Party will do everything in its power to help the popular forces of Argentina in their struggle to re-establish democracy’.33

But the rejection of the Argentine dictatorship did not stop with the coup d’état. Throughout 1976–82, the French Socialist Party produced a series of texts and press releases denouncing the brutality of the military regime and human rights abuses. A memo from Alain Rouquié to the socialist members of the National Assembly’s ‘Third World Commission’ stressed the need for solidarity actions to ‘stop the killing machine set up by the Argentine regime’.34 Two years later, several PS leaders supported a text denouncing ‘a regime characterised by massive repression, by the violation of the Constitution, and by the systematic denial of human, social and political rights’: the tribune was published in the newspaper Le Monde and signed by numerous political, trade union, intellectual and artistic figures.35

In particular, the PS was involved in the campaign to boycott the football World Cup to be held in Argentina in 1978. This campaign was orchestrated by the Committee for the Boycott of the Football World Cup in Argentina (COBA) with Marek Halter, Alain Dantou and François Gèze.36 In the name of solidarity with the Argentinians, the PS leadership had been asked to take part in this campaign. Should the socialists or should they not call for a boycott when the French team has qualified for this competition?

The party dithered for a long time before the debate was settled by Lionel Jospin and François Mitterrand. The socialist position remained ambiguous: the PS did not go as far as COBA and the CFDT at that time, asking the players in the French team not to take part in demonstrations contrary to ‘the aspirations of Argentinians for freedom and justice’, while conducting an information campaign on the crimes committed by the dictatorship in Argentina and without calling for a boycott of the sporting event.37

Subsequently, the PS continued this policy of ‘sounding the alarm’ about human rights abuses in Argentina. The French Socialists regularly took part in actions in Paris to denounce the crimes of the Argentine military and questioned Raymond Barre’s government during official meetings between French and Argentine leaders. For example, the day after French Budget Minister Maurice Papon visited Buenos Aires, Socialist MP Pierre Guidoni reminded a session of the Assembly that ‘several French citizens are prisoners in Argentina, a country where democratic freedoms and human rights are systematically violated’.38 This was also the case in May 1980, when the Argentine Minister for the Economy, Martínez de Hoz, made an official visit to Paris: the Socialist MP Jean-Pierre Cot spoke in the Assembly to ask for clarification about the fate of the fifteen French citizens who had ‘disappeared’ in Argentina.39 Finally, an Argentinian delegation made up of representatives of the ‘Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo’ and the Parents of Political Prisoners and Detainees in Argentina was also received by French socialist representatives in January 1981.40

Although it is not the only actor, the PS is also involved in several massive campaigns for the release of Latin American political prisoners, which should be seen in the context of the mass civic mobilizations of the 1970s. These actions were often successful, and the Socialist Party willingly lent its support. For example, the PS took part in the campaign to free Miguel Angel Estrella, an Argentinian pianist and Peronist activist who was exiled, arrested, tortured and detained in Uruguay.41 Representatives of the French government, members of the PCF and Gaullist leaders also called for his release. Estrella was finally released in February 1980 and found refuge in France. Alongside French trade unionists, particularly from the CFDT, the socialists also campaigned for trade union freedoms and for the release of the metallurgist leader Luis Inácio ‘Lula’ da Silva, detained in Brazil in 1980 and sentenced to three and a half years in prison in November 1981.42

The main objectives of the Socialist Party’s Latin American policy

By taking an interest in Latin America, the PS was not neglecting any geopolitical area and was posing as a credible alternative party, capable of conducting a coherent international policy, distinct from that of the government and the PCF. Politically, the party is in the Western camp, defending democracy and freedoms – echoing the Chilean theme of ‘for socialism in freedom’ – and against a communist Latin America. In the PS vision, Latin America must be independent of American hegemony but also of the Soviet bloc. The continent must draw closer to Europe through greater cooperation. In French socialist discourse, Latin America is synonymous not only with revolution, the construction of free socialism and the unity of social forces in the face of capitalism, but also with development, independence, culture and traditions. The Socialist Party occupied an area of foreign policy that had been neglected by the government: raising public awareness of the Latin American Third World. During the 1974 and 1981 presidential campaigns, Latin America featured in the official election programme of the Socialist candidate, albeit in a marginal way compared with European issues. At a press conference in 1979, François Mitterrand accused the government of ignoring the situation in Central America, and the party adopted a resolution on cooperation with the Third World at its ‘National Convention on the International Situation’.43

This Latin American discourse of the Socialist Party made it possible to make the socialist candidate more presidential, to increase the weight of the Socialist Party on the international scene and to satisfy a Third Worldist current within the party. The contacts between French socialists, Chilean socialists and Castro supporters enabled François Mitterrand’s image to be opportunely ‘leftistized’. As we have seen, Allende’s Popular Unity programme was no stranger to the 1972 Programme commun. Subsequently, the Socialist Party’s participation in campaigns against Latin American military dictatorships enabled it to present itself as a defender of human rights and a leader of the socialist parties of the ‘South’. It confers on François Mitterrand the international stature of a great democrat, capable of dialogue with everyone.

At the same time, the socialist discourse on Latin America was imbued with Third Worldism, anti-imperialism and references to the notion of development, cooperation and aid to the peoples of the Third World. The strong links between Third Worldist, anti-colonialist, anti-Americanist and socialist circles must be emphasized here. The Socialist Party’s discourse on Latin America is largely a continuation of the anti-colonial struggles of the 1950s and 1960s and the Third Worldism of the 1970s. It is also supported by thinkers such as Régis Debray – who appeared in the official organization chart of François Mitterrand’s 1974 campaign44 – Alain Touraine and Didier Motchane. Nor should we forget the impact of Eduardo Galeano’s book, Open Veins of Latin America: Five Centuries of the Pillage of a Continent, on a whole generation of socialist activists. The book was first published in Spanish in 1971, then in French in 1981 by Plon in the ‘Terre Humaine’ collection. A veritable ‘bible’ of Latin Americanism, the book defends the idea that the resources of Latin America have been exploited by European colonial states since the sixteenth century, and then by imperialist states since the nineteenth century. Although it was censored by the military regime in Uruguay and Chile, it marked a key period in Latin American thinking in France and had a major impact on Latin American exiles and French intellectuals close to the Socialist Party. However, the PS’s Third Worldist stance was not incompatible with the pro-Western stance of its partisan instants. François Mitterrand’s PS did not claim to be non-aligned or to be seeking a Peronist ‘third way’. The First Secretary travelled to the United States in December 1980 to defend ‘Eurosocialism’, political freedoms and nationalizations.

Once François Mitterrand was elected President of the French Republic in May 1981, the PS continued to criticize the Argentine dictatorship. The Falklands war was an opportunity to denounce once again a ‘military junta which, by attempting to consolidate anti-popular power through a nationalist adventure, was at the origin of the current crisis’.45 But the party seems to hesitate between its Third World discourse and support for the conservative government of Margaret Thatcher. Several socialist circles in France and the Latin American Committee of the SI had expressed their solidarity with Argentina in the conflict between Argentina and Great Britain. The French Socialist president nevertheless decided to support with no condition the British government’s position since France is the historic ally of Great Britain. But he had to recognize that this position risked compromising relations between France and some Latin American countries.46 For the responsible of the French diplomacy, one of the most important things was to save France’s influence in Latin America.47 After the fall of the military regime in Argentina in 1983, France expressed its relief to see the return of democracy in the country. Prime Minister Pierre Mauroy went to Buenos Aires to attend the inauguration of the new democratically elected president Raul Alfonsín. A sign of strengthening political ties between France and Argentina, Antoine Blanca, the former secretary of the Socialist Léo-Lagrange Federation, was appointed French ambassador in Buenos Aires in 1984.

There was indeed a tropism, a real ‘passion’ for Latin America on the French socialist left in the 1970s and 1980s, which manifested itself at various levels within the Socialist Party. Latin America was at once a laboratory for diverse socialist experiments, a model, a source of inspiration, a focus for political struggles and solidarity actions alongside trade unions and associations, and the expression of a militant discourse on the Third World. The presence and influence of Latin American exiles in France is decisive in this respect. The extreme closeness between the Socialist Party and certain ‘sister parties’, such as the Chilean Socialist Party and the Argentinean UCR, is striking. But the PS’s Latin American policy is also a practice for internal use. It enables the party to criticize government policy, to present itself as a leader of Latin socialism, to compete with the influence of the Spanish PSOE and the Portuguese PS, to defend human rights and democracy, and also to legitimize the political strategies of the union of the French left.
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François Mitterrand’s vision of European security, between the Cold War and the fight against terrorism

Nicolas Badalassi

François Mitterrand’s and the French Socialists’ relationship with European security and the Cold War has been the subject of much debate since the 1990s. The debate surrounding their decisions in the months following the fall of the Berlin Wall, as well as the editorial and media activism of the guardians of the former president’s memory, have played a major role. The accounts and testimonies left by Mitterrand’s advisors as well as some of the biographical works devoted to him, tend to emphasize an East-West approach at odds with that of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, at least at the start of his first term in office.1 Mitterrand is presented as an example of firmness after the supposed procrastination of Giscard d’Estaing.2 From the outset, Mitterrand explicitly endorsed NATO’s double-decision on the deployment of US intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe, the famous Pershing missiles. This gap with his predecessor would have culminated in a speech to the Bundestag in January 1983, in which he sought to convince German MPs to vote for the deployment. This new Cold War stance was reflected in a rapprochement with Ronald Reagan and NATO, and in a ‘detox cure’3 for relations with Moscow, which meant breaking with the pattern of regular summit meetings with the explicit aim of not endorsing Soviet action in Afghanistan and Poland. It also meant reassuring France’s allies after the appointment of four communist ministers to the government, and responding to the concerns of an opinion that was highly critical of the USSR.

The same idea of change is put forward if we extend the Cold War to the Third World, but in the opposite direction: the overall agreement with Reagan on the conduct of relations with the USSR was counterbalanced by French condemnations of American policy in the countries of the South, and by relations with some of Washington’s enemies such as Sandinista Nicaragua or Cuba. The pattern seemed ideal: Western solidarity in the face of Soviet tyranny in Europe was matched by a willingness to defend the cause of peoples repressed because they had risen up in revolt to obtain better living conditions.

Historiography has already largely nuanced this vision of Mitterrand’s foreign policy. Pierre Grosser and Frédéric Bozo, in particular, have shown that the break with Valéry Giscard d’Estaing was only apparent. Mitterrand was quick to embrace the idea that détente was an integral part of security, and that its effects on the USSR and its potential for destabilizing Eastern Europe should not be overlooked.4 He was keen to preserve what had been achieved through contacts and exchanges with the East and, as he put it in his greetings for 1982, a few days after a state of siege had been declared in Warsaw, he considered that ‘anything that will enable us to emerge from Yalta will be good’.5 He also endorsed the French conception of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) (whose Final Act, a symbol of détente, was signed in Helsinki in 1975), which also aimed to avoid giving the Americans a monopoly on discussions with Moscow, and allowed for a gradual approach to human rights with the Kremlin. He saw the USSR as an ‘immobile’ and ‘rigid’ entity, obsessed by the desire to remain as militarily powerful as the United States, but he believed that its ongoing contacts with the West nurtured an ‘extremely slow’ movement of change.6 This did not prevent a firm stance towards the Kremlin, in fact already in place under Giscard d’Estaing. Moreover, like Giscard d’Estaing, Mitterrand categorically opposed the suggestions of Leonid Brezhnev and then Yuri Andropov to include French nuclear weapons in arms control negotiations.

As for the rapprochement with the United States, this too was a continuation of the policy of cooperation and task-sharing pursued in the 1970s, when the crisis of American confidence triggered by the Vietnam War and the Watergate affair made it necessary for Washington to lend greater support to the French ally in dealing with crises on NATO’s southern flank (the Carnation Revolution in Portugal, the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, the fall of the colonels’ regime in Greece, Italian Eurocommunism). Eager to respond to this demand, Giscard d’Estaing’s France relied on a number of tools that enabled it to defend and strengthen Western interests without directly provoking the USSR (European construction, the Helsinki process, redeployment of military forces in the Mediterranean), so that by the mid-1970s it appeared to be one of the strongest links in the Atlantic Alliance.7 Without this legacy, it would have been difficult for Mitterrand’s diplomacy to adopt a balanced attitude in the 1980s.

Does this mean that, by following in his predecessor’s footsteps, Mitterrand was betraying the positions he held when he headed the Socialist Party (PS)? To what extent can it be said that, in taking up the reins of power, the French Socialists ‘cast themselves in the mold’ of Gaullist foreign policy? Have the privileged relations with southern European socialist parties forged in the 1970s not been affected? To answer these questions, we need to look back at the vision of the Cold War and the two Great Powers that Mitterrand and the Socialist Party were peddling before they came to power, and to take stock of the intentions of the socialist left at the Elysée in terms of European security, comparing them with the positions taken by other socialist leaders. Finally, we look at how this vision was evolving with the rise of new threats and the end of the Cold War.

The 1970s legacies

By appearing in the 1980s as one of Ronald Reagan’s staunchest allies in his fight against the USSR, and as one of NATO’s top performers in terms of the budget devoted to collective defence, did François Mitterrand put himself at odds with his pre-1981 orientations? Some studies, such as those by Jennifer Fuks, have put forward the idea that within the French Socialist Party there was ‘a latent structural anti-Americanism’ which, from the 1970s onwards, became ‘strategic and official, giving the impression that it was in the majority and that the Socialist Party was profoundly anti-American’.8 However, if we look only at the positions expressed by François Mitterrand as First Secretary of the Socialist Party, we realize that this analysis is erroneous, as Judith Bonnin has clearly shown. In his many speeches on the United States during the 1970s, Mitterrand constantly emphasized the country’s many facets, never painting a gloomy picture: in 1975, for example, he repeatedly reminded television viewers that the United States was as much the country of political liberalism as of economic liberalism; he praised the American people and emphasized the country’s diversity in terms of landscape and politics, contrasting an audacious America with a conservative one. In all his statements, the First Secretary’s real tenderness and fascination for certain facets of this country, including its history and social dynamics, emerged. This vision was highly personal, marked by his previous travels and his experience of the Second World War.9 It was also a mediatized vision, by no means kept secret. We must therefore qualify the idea of a ‘strategic and official socialist anti-Americanism that fits into a society of everything communicating’.10

The French Socialist Party’s Americanophilia was not confined to its first secretary. We can think of the various contacts made with the American left as early as 1979, but also of a whole fringe of the socialist majority whose Americanophilia was also generational.11 In his memoirs, Jacques Attali, for example, describes himself as more of an Americanophile than François Mitterrand, citing his ‘passion for America’.12 Why, then, did the Centre d’études, de recherche et d’éducation socialistes – CERES (Center for Socialist Studies, Research and Education) – push through an amendment at the 1973 Socialist Party Congress in Bagnolet, presenting American imperialism as more serious and widespread than Soviet imperialism? Simply to spare the French Communist ally, which the socialists needed if they were to win power. In reality, if there was any internal criticism of the United States within the Socialist Party, it concerned American policy in the Third World, as seen in Vietnam and Chile. In power, Mitterrand remained faithful to the socialist ideas of the 1970s.

The same applies to the USSR, about which socialists have been harsh from this decade onwards, especially after the publication of Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago and the resulting all-out denunciation of the Soviet system. Documents emanating from a Socialist Party delegation’s trip to the USSR in 1975 show that the Socialists’ view of this country was marked by three main themes: condemnation of Soviet imperialism (the Socialist Party strongly condemned the Red Army’s invasion of Afghanistan), denunciation of the lack of political freedoms, and the need to overcome the logic of blocs through dialogue with the Communist Party of France (CPF) and the USSR.13 Here again, Mitterrand in power never strayed from the party’s collective line. However, until 1979 and the Afghan affair, the Socialist Party’s criticism of Moscow remained generally limited so as not to embarrass the CPF, feeding public opinion with the impression that the Socialist Party did not know which way to turn.14

Mitterrand’s strategy of maintaining a critical stance towards the USSR, without over-exaggerating it, was designed to avoid compromising the overall strategy of rapprochement with the communists that he advocated within the southern European socialist movement, and which was based in part on the idea of convergence of southern societies towards the formation of a dominant middle class. Within the Socialist International, Mitterrand positioned himself as head of the Mediterranean socialists, believing that the leaders of southern Europe had no choice but to ally themselves with the CPs if they wished to challenge the communists’ claims to speak for the Left, unlike the parties of northern Europe, for whom the working-class electorate had already been won over. From meeting to meeting, the first secretary of the French party was structuring the southern European socialist movement and developing a veritable strategy of lying poker with the CPs, which, like what was happening in France, had to be applied to Italy, Spain, Greece and Portugal. From 1974 to 1975, Mitterrand’s actions, combined with the development of the PCF’s Eurocommunism – i.e. the idea that if they wished to come to power in Western societies that had become richer and more service-oriented, it was in the Communists’ interest to diversify their electorate and broaden their political alliances – were aimed, in addition to the socialists’ access to power, to weaken the southern European Communist parties and reduce the risk of neutralizing NATO’s southern flank, threatened by a series of crises (Turkish invasion of Cyprus, Greece’s exit from NATO’s integrated command, Italy’s ‘lead years’, Portuguese instability, Malta’s rapprochement with Gaddafi), in the same way as Valéry Giscard d’Estaing was strengthening cooperation with the United States.15 The CIA was well aware of Mitterrand’s role, although it was having difficulty making itself heard due to the credibility crisis it has been experiencing since the Yom Kippur War and its inability to foresee the conflict; for the American agency, Mitterrand’s strategy served NATO’s interests.16 So we are a long way from an anti-American Socialist Party and any betrayal of the socialist point of view after 1981.

Southern socialist leaders’ management of east-west relations in the 1980s

When it came to European security, the socialist leaders of southern Europe were on the same wavelength once they came to power in the 1980s. From 1982 onwards, François Mitterrand and Felipe Gonzalez held regular consultations aimed at harmonizing their approach to East-West issues, and in the context of Spain’s integration into NATO. The result was a Franco-Spanish position based on a key principle: to defend a conception of European security in line with Western interests, and to leave the USSR responsible for any blockage of negotiations on European security, in particular those at the CSCE in Madrid, which met between 1980 and 1983 to deepen the provisions of the 1975 Final Act, and represented a fundamental stage in the history of East-West relations in that it saw Soviet considerations on the security of the Old Continent considerably weakened by Western initiatives. Franco-Spanish cooperation at the CSCE focused on two themes. The first was the issue of human rights, a cornerstone of the Helsinki process since its inception, since it was based on the principle that respect for fundamental freedoms necessarily creates a sense of security among human beings: the French and Spanish wanted a gradual approach, based on verifying the implementation of the Helsinki agreements in the Eastern bloc and reinforcing existing measures. They rejected the Americans’ frontal attitude towards the Soviets because they considered it counter-productive, with Presidents Carter and then Reagan demanding immediate application of the CSCE provisions, what had the effect of infuriating the Soviets.17 Gonzalez succeeded in getting the Soviets to agree to a specific timetable for negotiations on human rights, after reaching an agreement with Mitterrand.

The second theme was disarmament, and the French project for a conference on the subject – developed by Giscard d’Estaing and taken up by Mitterrand – was one of the major issues in Franco-Hispano-Soviet relations in the early 1980s, not least because of its Mediterranean implications in the context of the Euromissile crisis. Indeed, the deployment of SS-20 missiles in Eastern Europe by the USSR from 1976 onwards was Moscow’s response to the reinforcement of American forward bases – aircraft carriers, submarines – on the seas and oceans surrounding Soviet territory.18 If they wanted these weapons to be withdrawn, the West had to accept, according to Soviet leaders, the opening of negotiations on disarmament and neutralization of the maritime areas in question, mainly the Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean.19 To avoid such a dangerous situation – the American military presence in this immense zone was vital for the security of hydrocarbon imports into Europe – Giscard d’Estaing proposed in 1978 to open disarmament negotiations that would include the Mediterranean, but on condition that Soviet territory as far as the Urals would also be involved.20 By incorporating the SS-20 deployment area into the negotiations, France caught Moscow in its own trap, since the Kremlin had previously been convinced that the West would never agree to open talks on the Mediterranean. One of the tasks of the CSCE in Madrid was to set the agenda for the disarmament conference due to open in Stockholm in 1984. For months, Westerners and Soviets clashed over the disarmament zone to be covered, with USSR representatives refusing to allow their territory to be included in the negotiations. The final compromise was largely due to Gonzalez and Mitterrand, who ensured that the Mediterranean would only be subject to confidence-building measures (such as notification of military manoeuvers, when these were related to air-land exercises) and that the European part of the USSR would be included in the Stockholm conference agenda. Gonzalez in particular, taking advantage of the fact that the CSCE meeting was taking place in Madrid, did not hesitate to intervene directly in the negotiations – a first for a head of government in the history of the CSCE – to convince the Soviets to accept a modus vivendi.21 The Spanish move complemented Mitterrand’s initiative in favour of American Pershing missiles: by persuading Bundestag deputies in January 1983 to vote in favour of their deployment on West German territory, the French president favoured a European strategic rebalancing and made it easier to secure Moscow’s agreement to the Stockholm conference agenda.

A similar pattern of understanding and joint action can be seen in the relations with Italy of Bettino Craxi, Secretary of the Italian Socialist Party and President of the Council from August 1983 to April 1987. More than his predecessors at the Elysée Palace, Mitterrand was careful never to overlook the Italian point of view: On the one hand, it was a question of favouring a country to which the French president had a boundless passion (he was nicknamed the ‘Florentine’ or the ‘Venetian’22); on the other hand, it was a response to the feeling of neglect experienced by the Italian government after the 1979 Guadeloupe summit, during which the French, British, Germans and Americans had agreed on the principle of NATO’s ‘dual decision’ on Euromissiles.23 On this subject in particular, Mitterrand maintained a permanent strategic dialogue with Craxi for four years, although it was not without a hitch when it came to French deterrence.24

Should we see this cooperation with Gonzalez and Craxi on European security issues as a legacy of the good relations that prevailed between these men when they were the leading opposition figures in their respective countries? Only in part. If we look closely, the regular consultations on CSCE and NATO between Mitterrand and Gonzalez were merely the continuation of a habit established by their predecessors from 1980 onwards. Similarly, Georges Pompidou and Valéry Giscard d’Estaing had already largely laid the foundations for cooperation with Italy on strategic issues.25 Paradoxically, the only difference with Giscard’s diplomacy was the lesser place given to Greece in France’s immediate circle of interest in Southern Europe after 1981, despite the election in Athens, five months after Mitterrand’s victory on 10 May, of another socialist, Andréas Papandreou.26 In the final analysis, this is proof that it is difficult to speak of ‘socialist diplomacy’ when describing the foreign policies of Mitterrand, Gonzalez and Craxi in the 1980s: they all adopted the broad outlines of the policies of their predecessors, as if the exercise of power naturally favoured continuity. Gonzalez’s support for Spanish membership of NATO, after years of fighting against the idea, was one of the most blatant manifestations of this phenomenon.27

With Mikhail Gorbachev’s arrival in power and the start of perestroika, the South European socialists in power once again followed a similar path of détente and dialogue with the new master of the Kremlin. Craxi was in Moscow on 27 May 1985, followed by Gonzalez a year later. Gorbachev met Mitterrand in Paris in October 1985. More than ever, Mitterrand saw himself as the true continuator of the foreign policy guidelines laid down by General de Gaulle, even though the Socialist Party lost the 1986 legislative elections and the Head of State had to deal with Jacques Chirac’s right-wing government (Rassemblement pour la République – RPR). Faced with Chirac, Mitterrand defended Gaullist orthodoxy, refusing, for example, the development of a mobile nuclear missile, which he judged to be contrary to the French doctrine of deterrence in that it would mean breaking with the principle of ‘all azimuths’.28 Similarly, he took a dim view of the American Strategic Defense Initiative project (SDI), announced by Reagan in March 1983, which threatened to weaken French deterrence by rendering nuclear missiles launched at the Earth’s surface useless.29 He also feared that Washington would embark unilaterally on the construction of this defence system without involving its Old Continent allies, or at least keeping them on the sidelines. France’s ambition was therefore to use the relaunch of European integration – which began with the Fontainebleau summit in 1984 and paved the way for the Single European Act and the Maastricht Treaty – to meet the technological challenge of SDI. In July 1985, French determination led to the launch, by seventeen countries, of the ‘Eureka’ program aimed at consolidating the competitiveness of European industry. Via calls for projects issued by a central agency, companies and research laboratories in member states could submit, in alliance with other European partners, cooperation plans to develop products, processes or services intended for commercialization. Once evaluated by the Eureka authorities, the projects would be awarded a label which would enable them to benefit from financial support according to the procedures inherent to the countries involved. The European electronics and IT industries did very well in terms of funding in the years and decades that followed.

Indeed, the few difficulties encountered in relations with the United States were further reasons for seeking greater European cohesion, and particularly Franco-German cohesion. The years 1985–6 were marked by a rapprochement between Paris and Bonn on major strategic issues. In early 1986, this led to a commitment by the French President to consult Chancellor Kohl in the event of the use of strategic nuclear weapons in the event of a conflict in Germany. In this way, Mitterrand attempted to eliminate an old German suspicion that the French atomic bomb had been built not to deter an attack by the USSR but to defend himself one day against German revanchism.30

However, the French President’s agreement with his European allies was not total when it came to European security. While many in Western Europe (like Chirac) feared a Euro-American decoupling brought about by the nuclear disarmament advocated by the Reagan-Gorbachev agreement from the Reykjavik summit in October 1986 onwards, Mitterrand supported the Washington Treaty on Intermediate Nuclear Forces, which in December 1987 turned the page on Euromissiles once and for all. Mitterrand believed in Gorbachev’s sincerity and his desire to overcome the Cold War in the long term by defending the ‘double zero’ nuclear missile option. The understanding between the father of perestroika and François Mitterrand, ‘seduced by this Soviet of a new model or third type’,31 was evident throughout the second half of the 1980s.

Terrorism and the end of the Cold War

The changing atmosphere in Moscow and the impression that the USSR was losing the arms race affected the perception of European security among southern European leaders throughout the 1980s. Thus, when we analyse the themes emphasized by Mitterrand and Craxi in their joint press conferences, or those put forward by French and Italian diplomats to their allies in 1983–4, we see that Islamist terrorism was at the top of the list of the main security problems facing South European nations.32 The USSR, on the other hand, was hardly ever mentioned when it came to the Mediterranean region, while for the Reagan Administration, even though terrorism was also targeted as an existential threat to the West, it was systematically linked, in one way or another, to the Cold War context.

Because of its intervention in Lebanon in 1982 as part of UNIFIL – the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon – and its implicit support for Iraq in the Iran–Iraq war, France was the Western country most affected by terrorism in the 1980s, forcing Paris to develop a real expertise in the field, unlike that of the Italians during the ‘lead years’ and the Spanish in the face of ETA. More than thirty attacks were organized in mainland France between 1983 and 1986, claiming more than 400 victims, including dozens of fatalities. The main perpetrators were organizations rooted in a model of extreme ideological struggle that corresponded to the classic Cold War pattern – Action directe, Alliance révolutionnaire Caraïbe, Armée secrète arménienne de libération de l’Arménie, Carlos – and radical Islamists, primarily Shiite, more or less affiliated to Teheran, such as the Islamic Jihad Organization which, on 7 February 1984, assassinated Gholam Ali Oveissi, the last general-in-chief of the Imperial Army of Iran, in Paris. As for acts committed by this second type of actor, the figures were even more impressive outside France: French interests in the Middle East and Africa were the target of eighty-two attacks during the first nine months of 1984; these attacks left eleven people dead and seventy-two injured.33

The 1980s thus marked a turning point, with the transition from Cold War terrorism – committed to the Palestinian cause and supported by extreme left-wing movements and Arab socialist states – to a form of terrorism that gradually gave rise to jihadism, synthesizing the Islamic revival and Cold War issues.34 At the same time, there was a shift from a conservative political reading of Islam, which was part of the struggle against the Baathist, socialist or communist lefts in the Middle East, to a fundamentalist reading that placed the ideologies of both blocs on the same plane, that of the infidels guilty of repressing ‘true Muslims’ (either through their support for Israel or their role in Afghanistan). The confrontation between the American and French viewpoints suggests that, at the end of Reagan’s first term as president, the United States failed to take the measure of the evolution at work and continued to perceive the terrorist threat in terms of the traditional East-West schema. This partly explains their lack of scruples in funding jihadist movements against the USSR, such as the main mujahideen groups supporting the development of an Islamist Afghanistan, like Hezb-i-islami, future supporters of the Taliban regime and Osama Bin Laden.35

The French services, on the other hand, seemed to move very quickly towards a hybrid perception of terrorism, taking into account both the weight of certain Arab states and the rise of a transnational dimension that was becoming autonomous from the Cold War. François Mitterrand himself was probably one of the earliest members of the French executive to grasp the evolution underway and to measure its danger: his mistrust of the mobilizing potential of Islam was evident from the very start of his political career. In November 1951, when he was Minister for Overseas France in René Pleven’s government, he published an article entitled ‘France and Islam’, in which he denounced the ‘passionate preachers’ proliferating in the Maghreb and the ‘religious fanaticism’ of the Arab League.36 In 1956, when he became Minister of Justice, Mitterrand saw the Arab nationalism that fuelled Algerian independence and justified the nationalization of the Suez Canal as a mixture of fascism and Muslim sectarianism.37 Not only did this reinforce his admiration for Israel and the socialist, secular and democratic project that was Zionism, but it also increased his firmness towards the FLN (Front de libération nationale): refusing 80 per cent of appeals for clemency, he allowed forty-five Algerian nationalists to be guillotined.38

However, the danger that Mitterrand had to face once he became head of state was of a different nature, since it was not linked to a classic process of decolonization. Above all, and this was a major novelty, the terrorism that Islamism spawned at the time did not originate in the western part of the Mediterranean basin or in Europe, but in the East, which considerably limited France’s ability to respond. In these conditions, apart from the Elysée anti-terrorist unit created in 1982 – headed by Christian Prouteau, father of the Groupement d’intervention de la gendarmerie nationale (GIGN) (1973) – and the Unité de coordination de la lutte antiterroriste (UCLAT) set up in 1984,39 Mitterrand could only rely on the traditional tools at his disposal to tackle the evil at its source, starting with diplomacy. From 26 to 28 November, 1984, the French president was in Damascus to ease his relationship with Hafez el-Assad and get the Alawite leader to calm things down with the Shiite groups and Iran; to do so, he recognized the ‘historic role of Syria and the Syrian people in the region’.40 In the meantime, his new Foreign Minister, Roland Dumas, increased the number of secret visits to his Syrian counterpart, Farouk el-Chareh, and relations with Teheran quietly improved, although the results were not always commensurate with the efforts made (the 1985 bombings bear witness to this).41

In short, for Mitterrand and his successive governments, whether socialist or not, the Cold War logic was no longer preeminent in European security from the 1980s onwards, just as it was no longer preeminent in other regions, such as the Middle East.42 This explains his desire to re-establish strong ties with the satellite countries of the USSR, as he was convinced that Moscow had abandoned its policy of force in Central and Eastern Europe. Re-elected in 1988, he once again had his hands completely free with the end of the cohabitation period, and embarked on a tour of the other side of the Iron Curtain, designed to reaffirm France’s historic influence in this part of the Old Continent. He received Hungarian leaders, then visited the USSR in November 1988, Czechoslovakia in December, Bulgaria in January 1989, and Poland in June 1989.43 After the fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November 1989, Mitterrand declared himself in favour of German reunification, even if he was more cautious on this point than other European leaders, such as Felipe Gonzalez, a close friend of Helmut Kohl: if, as has often been written, there is no question of France opposing or hindering reunification – it’s hard to see how it could have been otherwise, given the weight of the Franco-German partnership in France’s foreign policy – it had to be framed so as not to provoke a Soviet reaction that would lead to Gorbachev’s downfall and the end of his reforms. Like De Gaulle in his day, his main demand of Helmut Kohl was that he immediately recognize Germany’s borders, starting with the Oder-Neisse border.44

In the end, while the Atlantic Alliance quickly established itself as the Western body best placed to oversee German reunification, Mitterrand – who, during a visit to Moscow on 25 May 1990, helped to persuade Gorbachev to accept the integration of a unified Germany into NATO – felt that it was up to Europe to play the leading role. In his view, the acceleration of European integration was all the more urgent in that it could be jeopardized by reunification. At the Strasbourg European Council in December 1989, he insisted that Kohl commit himself as quickly and clearly as possible to the timetable for Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). The pressure exerted by the Elysée finally paid off, with the Chancellor agreeing to hold an intergovernmental conference on EMU by the end of 1990. All in all, as the new decade dawned, Mitterrand could pride himself on having given a definitive new impetus to the construction of Europe by placing it at the turning point that the end of the Cold War represented for European security. With the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in February 1992, which established the European Union, the Twelve finally seemed to have the instruments to influence their own security. At least, this was supposed to be the case with the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which opened up the possibility of a European defence.

Yet in Mitterrand’s view, as in that of other European leaders, from Margaret Thatcher to Felipe Gonzalez, overcoming the East-West dichotomy had not to be accompanied by a questioning of US military pre-eminence in Europe. All were opposed to the temptation for the Americans to reduce their presence on the Old Continent, believing that their nuclear umbrella remained the best guarantee of security. Similarly, Mitterrand was reluctant to allow NATO and the EU to expand eastwards too quickly, as this would humiliate Russia. This convinced him to suggest a transitional form of integration with the West – the European Confederation project – which Central and Eastern Europeans were quick to eliminate, so as not to find themselves once again at loggerheads with Moscow.45

Indeed, right up to the end of his second term, Mitterrand’s vision of continental security was in line with that of previous Fifth Republic leaders, without betraying the socialist conceptions of the 1970s. Ultimately, this was the result of a certain initial convergence of views, not necessarily assumed, between the socialist left and the right and centre of the French political class. Founded on the idea that Western societies at the end of the twentieth century were based on a vast middle class anxious to enjoy a comfortable lifestyle that included peacekeeping and democracy, this convergence contributed to the discrediting of communist ideas and made the Socialist Party the most visible representative of the Left. Because this model also worked in the other European democracies, the social-democratic leaders of the 1980s all defended a vision of security for the Old Continent that in no way contradicted the Atlanticist and European heritage of the postwar years, and even reinforced it significantly, even if it meant appearing as potential cold warriors. François Mitterrand was probably, along with Felipe Gonzalez, the figure who best symbolized this trend, having held power for a long time at a time of major geopolitical upheaval.
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Resizing the Euro-Latin American relations

The historical significance of the Socialist International

Luciana Fazio

If we consider the relations between Latin America and Europe, we cannot deny that they are deadlocked. The current political relationships between the European Union (EU) and Latin America display a high level of routinization in terms of their links, which pushed me to reflect on the origins of the stalemate and the period of great heydays of the European and Latin American links. When I thought about the heydays, I had to reflect on the 1980s when the European Communities (EC) made, for the first time, truly political attempts to connect with the other side of the Atlantic. Yet, the international context at the time, particularly the convergence of socialist governments in Europe, encouraged a shift in interest; rather than collaborating with the traditional ally on the north side of the ocean (the United States), the socialist governments put their eyes on the Latin American countries. This chapter, hence, explores the role played by the Socialist International (SI) in the rapprochement between the European social democracy and Latin America.

The relevance of studying this rapprochement stems from the fact that it constitutes the foundation on which the entire framework that currently governs Euro-Latin American relations is built. Today, as during the 1980s, democracy, human rights, and development cooperation are still at the core of European priorities in Latin America. Particularly, this paper aims to elucidate the factors, conditions, and actors that facilitated this bi-regional rapprochement by exploring the Latin American Policy fostered by the European socialists during the late 1970s and 1980s.

Although this article will mainly focus on the Spanish Socialist Worker’s Party – PSOE and the Italian Socialist Party – PSI, this does not mean Spain and Italy were the only countries interested in Latin America. Portuguese, German and Nordic Social Democracy also played a key role in establishing transatlantic contacts, and the French socialist government was also very sensitive to Latin American matters, especially during the first two years of the first Mitterrand’s government.1 The situation changed, however, as the years passed, and it is said that Latin America started to be forgotten once ‘the government of the left stopped dreaming and had to face the economic challenges and the international constraints’.2 Likewise, it happened with Helmut Schmidt, Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany from 1974 to 1982, whose foreign policy efforts were oriented to reinforce national stability, aiming to make Germany a model for other Western countries.3 As Félix Jiménez suggested, Brandt’s idealism shifted with Schmidt, for whom internal security and economic growth became the main targets at the expense of humanitarianism.4

In regard to Portugal, Mario Soares had an active role within the SI; he not only participated in various missions but also established contacts with Latin American partners.5 As Soares recalled, Willy Brandt (president of the SI) understood that the region had become important for the European socialists, encouraging Latin American parties to join the SI. Nonetheless, it was assumed that due to cultural and linguistic proximity, the Iberian representatives would carry out the task better than the Germans.6 However, Lisbon was less incisive than Spain in building concrete policies towards Latin America. According to Elena Flores (Secretary of International Relations of the PSOE), even if Portugal also contributed to the dialogue between the two sides of the Atlantic, it was less intense and mainly limited to Central American issues.7

Notwithstanding Soares and González shared a common target, the process was not carried out without the arousal of some arguments. Luis Yáñez-Barnuevo (Secretary of International Relations from 1975 until 1979) recalled that the last disagreement occurred during the Congress of the Portuguese Socialist Party on March–April 1975 when Soares, probably as a mechanism to contrast the power achieved by the General Secretary of the Portuguese Communist party, Alvaro Cunhal, decided to establish contacts with the Spanish Communist Party. This decision was feared by González, for whom these contacts could harm the PSOE’s accession to power.8 Despite these disagreements, most of the time, Portugal supported the Spanish initiatives. Still, it was the Spaniards in the first place and the Italians immediately after, the ones who established a real and concrete community policy towards Latin America.

The turning point during the 1970s: The SI became global

During the 1970s, the world experienced a series of events that led many scholars to theorize about the emergence of a ‘new historical period’ in which previous policies became obsolete.9 Phenomena such as globalization, interdependence and transnational cooperation acquired new impetus, impacting how subjects deal with the world and – more specifically – European social democracy. Since the end of the Second World War, the welfare state has been the model par excellence of social democracy. However, in the 1970s, the social democrats were faced with a new reality and had to search for alternatives to the policies they had carried out during the golden years.

The liberalization of capital and globalization fundamentally changed the game’s rules, with markets assuming control over the economic policies of national states. In this context, the original social democratic policy, which aimed to activate the economy through national spending, became ineffective,10 compelling the European social democracy to adapt and seek solutions from a global perspective. Furthermore, the leaders of the SI not only had to respond to the specific requirements of voters who were demanding concrete solutions but also actively promoted a global perspective that called for overcoming national borders. They became champions of the ‘one world’ philosophy, which transcended cultural boundaries and whose cornerstones were quality, international solidarity, common security, democracy, global peace, global disarmament and worldwide development.11

The international stage of the 1970s pushed the SI to achieve greater openness beyond European borders. Before this, and especially under the leadership of the British Labour Party (the 1950s and 1960s), there were some attempts to spread the SI’s influence outside the European continent. Indeed, the main topics on the SI agenda during these years included peace and disarmament, decolonization and concerns about the political situation in Africa and Asia, as well as integration in Western Europe.12 The difference, however, relied on the target: the British SI policy aimed to fight and disseminate principles against communism. Things changed, nonetheless, in the mid-1970s when Brandt was appointed president. In those years, the SI experienced a radical turn in performance and ideology, as it overcame its Eurocentric character and increased its interests in Third World countries. Under his leadership, the SI’s aspirations changed in the name of a neutral position regarding the East-West conflict.13

During the 13th Congress of the SI held in Geneva in November 1976, after formalizing his appointment as SI President, Brandt underlined his objectives and perspectives for the SI. Particularly, it underscored the need for a renewed start in the SI’s agenda, striving towards globalized and transnational cooperation. In that process, he identified the main points that would characterize the SI international performance: an ‘offensive for a secure peace’, an ‘offensive for new relations’ between the North and the South and an ‘offensive for human rights’.14

The second congress under Brandt’s presidency in Vancouver signalled the start of a new era; it was not only the first congress outside the European borders and, thereby, was in line with the openness he promulgated, but it represented an opportunity where the winds of change began to emerge. Even if SI members confirmed the Frankfurt Declaration (a document containing the ideological basis and the SI’s institutional organization adopted during the First Congress of the SI in 1951), it also offered an opportunity to write a New Declaration of Principles overseen by González. His election confirmed the power and respect he had achieved inside the organization before becoming prime minister. His links with some Latin American politicians and sympathies towards the region would favour the SI’s interest in the area and the organization’s actions, confirming that personal links and transnational relations may be significant when doing politics.

During the meeting, the participants also disclosed the organization’s future goals, mainly the latest mission to be undertaken by the SI and member parties: ‘to obtain first-hand information on various areas of the world and to formulate socialist policies’. In light of this statement, the SI indicated Latin America as the first region to take action due to the wave of dictatorships and human rights violations.15 Accordingly, this conference represented the first real step in the Latin American social democratic path; from then on, social democracy increased on the continent, and Caracas became the symbol of the SI global policy,16 holding in 1976 a high-profile meeting that counted with the participation of Latin American and European parties for the first time.

The Caracas meeting Reunión de dirigentes politicos de Europa y America en pro de la solidaridad internacional (Meeting of political leaders from Europe and America for international solidarity) revolved around discussing democracy, equality, freedom and global solidarity.17 Along the same line, some European leaders met again in Lisbon from 30 September to 3 October 1978, for a conference whose main topic was Procesos de democratización de la Península Ibérica y América Latina (Process of Democratization in the Iberian Peninsula and Latin America). As a result, this led to devising a mechanism whereby the construction of a democratic system could take place in Ibero-American countries. Although the number of participants was lower than at the Caracas conference, it is worth bearing in mind that thirty-three parties from Latin America, Europe and Africa attended the meeting18 which was the first official appointment between Latin Americans and Europeans on European soil.

The SI members approved the Lisbon Declaration during this conference, and all parties and SI organizations were fully committed to the Latin American democratic process. Therefore, both conferences can be read as a continuum that aimed to define common strategies for the democratic transition in the Iberian Peninsula and Latin America and devise a common policy against colonialism, fascism and imperialism. They launched a democratic process in Latin America and ensured support for the political exiles and refugees.

On the 116th anniversary of the Chilean Radical Party, a new meeting in Mexico was scheduled in April 1979. As a result of this encounter, the Declaration of Mexico was released, rectifying the agreement achieved at the Conference of Caracas, the Lisbon meeting and the Vancouver congress. Matters such as solidarity, pluralism, democracy, overcoming the North-South divisions, human rights and developing a new economic order remained at the heart of their objectives.19

During those years, the SI emerged as a potent force for improving international relations and breaking the political stalemate gripping European social democracy. As Fernando Pedrosa observes, the SI provided a platform for European social democracy to revitalize its policies, forge alliances beyond Europe and rekindle social and electoral support within its countries.20 Importantly, European social democracy, through the SI, set its sights on a global stage, aiming to be a significant player and an alternative to the Cold War’s bipolarity.21 Still, the ‘new historical period’ emerged in the 1970s with the rise of globalization, interdependence and transnational cooperation, contributing to the inclusion of developing countries as part of the SI political agenda. Brandt’s initiative to expand the interest and actions of the SI in third-world countries was backed by the Swedish Olof Palme and the Austrian Bruno Kreisky.

Even if they shared a similar goal, different subjects drew their attention. For instance, Brandt was more inclined to the North-South dialogue and Eastern countries, Palme was more prone to African issues, whereas Kreisky focused on those related to the Middle East. Similarly, Felipe González and Mario Soares concentrate on relations with Latin America, and Bettino Craxi gave special attention to the Southern Cone.22 Still, no matter the different paths, the members considered that the SI would strengthen European social democracy due to its active and large international network. In this context, cooperation between European and external parties began to thrive, and the conference of Caracas was key in this process as it fostered the dialogue between leaders rather than political parties – it should be borne in mind that there were no real socialist parties in Latin America.

The European social democracy strategically sought parties with similar purposes, even if not exact, as it was not always possible to find organizations with the same traits abroad.23 This strategic approach may explain the diverse range of Latin American parties that, while not perfectly socially democratic, became members of the SI. Ultimately, what mattered was sharing similar ideas, such as democracy, even if they were not real social democrats. To illustrate, a reformist left rose in Latin America during the 1970s and 1980s, closer to European social democracy and distant from the traditional revolutionary movements more typical of prior decades.24

For Jorge Arrate, the ‘new’ left and the social democratic owed its rise not only to the centrality and relevance that democracy acquired at that time or the fact that several populist and national-conservatives groups assumed, during those years, a social democratic tendency, but also to the growing presence of European social democracy action in the continent.25 Indeed, the presence of European social democracy in Latin America and the rest of the world was translated into missions, conferences, study groups and regional committees: an SI offensive, which Latin American parties also welcomed as a way to boost their credibility and obtain legitimacy nationally and internationally. As Bernd Rother states, on more than one occasion, ‘the Latin Americans explicitly asked for a deeper European involvement’.26

The relevance of informal ties to legitimacy and design of external policy

During the 1970s, the links, dialogues and cooperation between the socialist parties were significantly enhanced. In this context, however, the key was also the role of informal and transnational relations influencing the SI’s policy – which has drawn some to assert that for the SI, these informal relations would perhaps be more influential than the formal ones.27

To illustrate, not only did the relationship between Craxi and González encourage joint actions in foreign policy, but crucial was also the ideological transformation they both shared, moving from an initial radicalism to a more moderate position. The PSOE carried out its ideological shift during the Extraordinary Congress party (1979), while the PSI made it during the 41st Congress party (1978).28 Precisely, this informal relation was underscored by Abdón Mateos for whom the Spanish socialism was influenced by PSI, whereas Craxi by the Spanish socialism. Mateos stressed that Italian socialist thinkers, such as Norberto Bobbio and Luciano Pellicani, the same intellectuals who, together with Proudhon, shaped Craxi’s position, extremely influenced Spanish socialist ideology. To put it differently, not only were personal relations of utmost importance in moulding the SI’s performance, but so were common positions in terms of ideology.

Apart from being inspired by similar intellectuals, it is worth bearing in mind that Gonzalez and Craxi shared an almost simultaneous seizure of power. Besides, Italy actively backed Spain’s membership to the EC as a mechanism to balance the French-German axis, and González was aware of the Italian support on this matter. He recognized and publicly thanked Craxi and the Italian Foreign Minister for their contribution and endorsement.29 Additional relevant features that both leaders shared were the emphasis on leadership, the personal power inside their parties, and the strong cult of personality.30

Another point of contact between Craxi and Gonzalez was the relationship they established with Brandt. Indeed, Craxi and González considered the SI as a useful tool to strengthen their foreign relationships and to achieve international acknowledgement, which, in their view, was crucial for acquiring greater renown and weight in their own countries. They carried out their party renewal in the framework of modernity of ‘adopting a foreign model’.31 They often recall the SI when they refer to their international goals, as revealed by their speeches at conferences, parties, resolutions and press articles. Moreover, development cooperation, worldwide peace, arms control and democracy were notions included in the foreign programs of both, which were, in turn, associated with the SI efforts and linked to the opening towards the Third World.

Therefore, Craxi and González could grasp the transformation of social democracy during the 1970s and adapt to it by breaking the traditional path of their parties. Furthermore, their national situation and position led both leaders to look for a change and, therefore, a rupture with the past. Here, the international dimension (in which the SI played a key role) became relevant since it provided them with support, legitimacy and a benchmark.

In terms of international dimension and external policy, Latin America was an additional point of contact between the two leaders. However, even though Craxi and González shared a similar interest in the region, that does not mean they followed the same path; their interests were not only translated differently but also led to distinct foreign policies. The nexus with Latin America enabled Spain to present itself as a middle power with international reach. In this process, it ended up assuming the role of a liaison between the two regions, Europeanizing its links with Latin America and Ibero-Americanizing those with Europe.

Although since the 1960s, Italy tried to strengthen its relationship with Latin America by including its problems in the EC, in the 1970s and 1980s, Rome mainly acquired a supportive attitude towards the initiatives developed by Spain on the other side of the Atlantic.32 Notwithstanding Craxi was in power, the socialists were not a majority party. Indeed, PSI’s action was, to some extent, lower profile, taking place mainly at party and community levels. Therefore, this, in part, explains the supportive attitude of Rome towards Spanish policies in Latin America and the importance of Madrid in the development and strengthening of bi-regional relations.

Spain and the communitarization of the relations towards Latin America

It is undeniable that Felipe González was very sensitive about Latin American issues, which contributed to the importance he devoted to this region and, therefore, to define the Spanish external policy. This ended up positioning Spain as a key element in the EC and Latin American relationships. All the international missions and trips organized by the SI enabled González and the PSOE to gain endorsement, obtain recognition and create closer links with their Latin American peers. The Iberian country became a middle power of international reach, maximizing its negotiating capacity in the EC.

The PSOE and, notably González, became an important benchmark on the other side of the Atlantic, leading several of the missions the SI prepared on the other side of the ocean. Echoing Wolf Grabendorff, the interests of the SI and the PSOE in Latin America were complementary. On the one hand, the PSOE requested the SI’s support to renew the contacts acquired before coming to power with Latin America. On the other, the Spanish socialist party, being directly involved in the successful democratic transition of the Iberian country, became a sort of masterpiece for the SI project, namely the Latin American democratization.33 The cultural affinities that Spain shared with Latin America were important, making it an effective and real interlocutor in the eyes of the SI.

Moreover, the growing attention of public opinion on countries ruled by authoritarian regimes played a key role in defining Spanish foreign policy and encouraging interest in Latin America. The words of Luis Yáñez-Barnuevo help us understand this phenomenon as a whole; as he asserted, the role of the Spanish public opinion was essential in making people realize that their country shared common problems with those on the other side of the Atlantic, namely underdevelopment and dependency. In other words, the Spaniards expressed solidarity with the Hispanic American world on topics that felt identified: the end of dictatorships and the democratic transition,34 and fostered cooperation initiatives such as the Institute for Latin American Cooperation (ICI) in 1979 and the Inter-Ministerial Commission for International Cooperation (CICI) in 1985.

The PSOE primarily used two mechanisms to promote democracy amidst a context where many Latin American countries underwent a democratic transition. First, through policies that included cooperation and economic modernization (e.g. stimulating economic ties between Spain, the EC and the countries in Latin America embarked on a democratization process). Second, through the promotion of the moderation of the Latin American left. It shall be pinpointed that Spain was able to have an impact on these territories due to its great diplomatic presence, not only counting with representatives in every Latin American country but also due to its large myriad of structures it has in the region (e.g. enterprises, banks, religious communities, language academies, etc.).35

For all these reasons, it is not surprising that under the PSOE administration, Latin America became a central axis of Spanish foreign policy. This party sought to transform traditional rhetorical statements into a real, structured, effective, constant and long-term daily policy.36 In this process, the government adopted different strategies. To illustrate, the Foreign Minister Fernando Morán proposed letting Spaniards choose between the payment of the planned religious tax or a contribution to Third World development. Likewise, in early 1983, he suggested the foundation of a development agency to gather all the initiatives from the associative movements since, according to him, ‘external relations were not made between chancelleries but from society to society’.37

Having said that, Madrid gave greater impetus to bi-regional relations as part of its transatlantic strategy, particularly because Latin America represented a target for Spain in two ways. Firstly, in ideological terms, the Iberian country sought to fulfil its social democratic values in the region. Still, the Spanish government’s initial ideological basis would change and give room for more concrete and realistic policies that would differ from the original tenets. Secondly, Latin America contributed to positioning Spain with a greater weight in the international arena, increasing Spain’s interest in the EC.

The triangular strategy of Spain, Latin America and the EC started to grow in the early 1980s when the EC showed concern about the situation in Central America and offered different methods of assistance in the region.38 However, this was not exclusively an EC initiative. In 1983, the Spanish Government asked Brandt to present a motion to the community to ask for political and economic assistance. Likewise, González presented the same request at the Council of Europe.39 Besides, during a meeting with Brandt and Kreisky in Madrid in April 1984, González underlined the importance of greater European involvement in Central America.40 Later that year, took place the San José summit, which counted with the participation of the EC, Spain, Portugal, the five Central American countries (Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, El Salvador and Guatemala), and the Contadora Group (México, Panamá, Colombia and Venezuela) to try to find a solution to the conflict in the region. In a personal interview, Juan Antonio Yáñez-Barnuevo confirmed that González spent a lot of time supporting Contadora Group and the creation of the Contadora Support Group. He also pointed out that González, together with the Italians, led the San José process within the European institutions, which was institutionalized in 1985 with the Luxembourg Declaration.41

Therefore, the San José process concretized the Spanish efforts within the EC. The relationship with the Contadora Group and the proximity established between them enabled the Spanish government to gain prestige, power and influence as a middle power in Europe.42 After the Spanish accession to the EC, the Iberian country proactively pushed the community to assist the region economically. The Spanish Foreign Minister, Francisco Fernández Ordoñez, even stated that the EC assistance to Central America was largely due to Spanish efforts and requests. Indeed, between 1987 and 1989, the cooperation aid increased from $72.7 million to $102.5 million.43

Once in the European Community, Spain strived to communitize its policies towards Latin America by leading the EC to carry out concrete actions in the region, as the Central American pacification can illustrate. The Spanish Foreign Minister underlined that several resolutions adopted by the EC owed to the Spanish intervention, such as the preferential treatment program regarding the coffee price that favoured Latin America. Ordoñez, without hesitation, asserted that Spain was the country which created the conditions for the construction of the political and economic nexus between Europe and Latin America.44 Within this context, the relationships between Europe and Central America took a step forward in February 1987, namely after the signature of the Esquipulas II Accord (Guatemala)45 – a treaty spearheaded by the Costa Rican Óscar Arias that ended the local conflicts and brought stability to the region. In April of that year, at the Contadora Group and the Support Group in Bariloche (Argentina) meeting, Madrid was recognized as the intermediary of Latin America within the EC.46

As expected, the entry of Spain into the EC reduced the intensity of the Spanish-Latin American relationships since Madrid, as an EC member, had to follow the EC guidelines. For instance, the rules favouring the ACP countries (Africa, Caribbean and Pacific Group States) and the Mediterranean area over Latin America were among the issues Spain had to accept as an EC member. Nonetheless, Madrid tried to balance this by increasing bilateral assistance and cooperation with the Latin American countries and by fostering policies inside the community to intensify European cooperation towards the region on the other side of the Atlantic.47 By enhancing its budget for bilateral cooperation, it was expected that Madrid would have more influence inside the community and, therefore, obtain more funds towards Latin America.48 Spain attained this to some extent when, in 1989, a specific part of the budget for the cooperation program was exclusively reserved for Latin America, whose funding increased from 25 per cent to 35 per cent of the total budget.49

Although the intensity of the relations was reduced with Spain becoming an EC member, the Latin American interest was still maintained: it was always at the heart of Spanish foreign policy. The Spanish Prime Minister even stated that one of Spain’s main goals in terms of foreign policy was the construction of a new framework for the European-Latin American relationship. All of this was evident during the EC negotiation process (Treaty on the accession of Spain and Portugal to the EC, 12 June 1985) when Madrid asked for the inclusion of an annexe aimed at increasing and ensuring the intensification of the relations between the two continents (Joint declaration of intent on the development and intensification of relations with the countries of Latin America).50

In addition to this, González was able to include the Latin American matter at the European Council meeting held in The Hague on 25–27 June 1986. This was the first meeting in which Spain participated as a full member, and the EU Commission and the Council of Foreign Ministers were instructed to prepare a document to study how they could increase cooperation policies in Latin America.51 Despite the slow progress, the financial resources increased together with creating a Directorate-General for Latin America in the EC Commission. The cooperation was strengthened with the appointment in 1988 of the Spaniard Abel Matutes as European Commissioner responsible for Latin America and the Mediterranean and Manuel Marín as responsible for Development, Cooperation and the Common Fisheries.52

After Spain took over the presidency of the Council of the European Communities in January 1989, Madrid prioritized the European Political Cooperation’s agenda, which yielded great expectations, particularly in Central America. Ordoñez’s statement also nourished these feelings since he claimed that the role of Spain did not rely on being a representative or spokesman of Latin America but rather on being the ‘Latin American consciousness of Europe’. Moreover, Ordoñez stressed that Spain had never been as close to Latin America as it was by being a member of the EC, but above all, it pinpointed that Europe approached Latin America only when Spain joined the European forums.53

Latin America in the PSI’s policies

Even though Spain played a primary role in constructing bi-regional relations and its activity had a greater impact on Latin America than Italy’s, Rome also played a role in this process. In this context, it is important to bear in mind that Italy was also interested in Latin America, and Craxi not only supported González’s policies as PSI secretary or Italian Prime Minister but also as an EC member.

Protecting human rights, ensuring freedom, international solidarity, development cooperation and democracy were some principles the PSI tried to promote in Latin America, often in close collaboration with the SI. The Third World entered the PSI rhetoric, which also emphasized that, by belonging to Latin Europe, they were in closer proximity to the countries on the other side of the Atlantic. Hence, not only did the PSI members underline the importance of bi-regional relations at the SI conference for Latin America (Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, 26–28 March 1980), but they also created a Latin American branch inside the PSI Department for Foreign Relations.

The PSI members claimed that, by attending the Santo Domingo meeting, they sought to increase their knowledge of Latin American issues to strengthen and improve PSI actions and presence in the continent. This was due, in part, to the aspiration to enhance bilateral contacts and devise common objectives for global matters. Nevertheless, the main goal was contributing to Latin American democratization, freedom and autonomy. Accordingly, the Italian socialist party urged both regions to devise common projects fuelled by increased solidarity to establish fairer relationships. To this end, European socialist parties had to break off all contact with authoritarian regimes and fight for the defence of human rights and the release of political prisoners. The idea was to ensure the consolidation of democracy, particularly in the countries in the transition process. To achieve this, the SI Committee for Latin America would organize and spread information to improve European knowledge of Latin America by increasing the number of conferences and exchanges of people between both continents.54

Craxi defended, thereby, the freedom of the Latin American people, promoted democracy and economic development, condemned dictatorships and struggled to defend human rights. Precisely, these ideas gave shape to his foreign policy, becoming an integral part of the PSI rhetoric. Craxi resorted to the network built through the SI to develop closer relationships with Latin American dissidents; however, establishing personal and strategic links worldwide was paramount in this process. Salvo Andò recalled that even when the financial resources were limited, the PSI was active in international affairs and that, in addition to assisting the liberation movements and dissidents, it hosted many refugees.55

Latin American countries often aimed to go beyond the bilateral nexus with Italy to get closer to the EC. For example, after the Falkland crisis, intense dialogues were held between some South American countries (e.g. Brazil and Colombia) and Italy (the only EC member country besides Ireland that did not support the UK) to solve the UK-Argentina conflict. For many people, Italy acted as a good mediator between both regions and many representatives of the Latin American countries believed that close political dialogue with Italy and the EC would contribute to avoiding political dilemmas and favour greater economic collaboration among them.56

With the Spanish accession to the EC, Madrid became the point of contact between both regions. Italy differed from Spain because, despite having sometimes talked about becoming a sort of transatlantic liaison, its impact was less evident and effective. The most likely explanation is that Italy preferred to act through multilateral channels regarding its international policy, delegating decisions in an initiative57 where the EU was at the heart, still, it is important to acknowledge that in the decades preceding the Spanish request for accession to the EC, there was another powerful actor in the region: the United States, whose influence and power in Latin America no one sought or even imagined challenging it. At this point, it is interesting to note that when the global scenario began to change, Italy ‘delegated’ Latin American issues to Spain. Indeed, Italy welcomed the Spanish accession since it was considered to provide greater momentum to the EC-Latin American relations. Both countries agreed on this since ‘the EC and Latin America shared the values of our civilisation’.58

Final remarks

The SI played a pivotal role in ensuring an ideological alignment between the movements, coordinating programmes and devising common objectives. This influence extended to the national level, with movements like the PSOE and the PSI becoming part of this wave. By the 1980s, the PSOE had become a reference for the SI and other organizations, parties and governments on all issues concerning Latin America. Precisely for these reasons, the SI became a cornerstone for González and Craxi’s external policies, who, despite following different paths, sought international support and legitimation to increase their ‘national weight’. Still, the SI played a paramount role in providing contact networks and spaces for exchanging opinions, views and knowledge and strengthening personal ties. Indeed, the strong links of friendship established between Craxi, González and some of the SI leaders, together with sharing common goals, facilitated the PSI/PSOE/SI engagement and synergy.

It is also worth remembering that some international factors conditioned the SI performance in the long run. As a result, despite the good intentions and certain international impact, the SI could not ‘compete’ and ‘overcome’ the bipolar order. Therefore, it was unable to become a real third international force. Still, the EC became increasingly important for the materialization of the objectives on the other side of the Atlantic, and the PSOE and PSI encouraged it. A major rapprochement was experienced between both regions, and the socialist parties (in particular Spain and Italy) played a great part in it. Accordingly, although many of the EC-Latin American initiatives launched at the time did not leap forward regarding real advances, it cannot be denied that important groundwork was established at the time.
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