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The Asia-Europe People’s forum
Helsinki 4-7 september 2006
The AEPF is a forum for NGOs and civil society groups that are non-state and non-corporate. It aims to bring the voice of the civil society in the official Asia Europe Summit, ASEM, and to create alternatives to its neoliberalistic agenda.
The AEPF was created in 1996 and it has held forums every second year parallel to the ASEM summit. The AEPF forums engage the civil society both in Asia and Europe to discuss common issues with Asia-Europe dimension.
To read more informations about the AEPF : http://www.aepf.net
For further informations on Asia Europe relations : http://www.tni.org/asem/index.htm" http://www.tni.org/asem/index.htm
Publication: Asem People's Forum 5
VUFO, Vietnam, Hanoi, September 2005
http://www.tni.org/asem-hanoi/aepf2004.htm

To check NGO, Trade Unions, Research Institutes that are linked with the ASEM Process : http://www.aepf.net/about-aepf/links" http://www.aepf.net/about-aepf/links




L’Aitec a participé à la 6ème édition du forum des peuples Asie-Europe (AEPF) qui s’est tenu à Helsinki, du 4 au 7 septembre. 

Rassemblés en amont du sommet officiel (ASEM), plus de 400 représentants d’ONG et de syndicats asiatiques et européens ont pu partager leurs analyses et leurs expériences en matière de coopération et de développement. Il s’agissait également, pour les structures engagées dans ce forum, de faire en sorte que les représentants des gouvernements qui se réunissaient le week end du 9 septembre, entendent leurs recommandations. 

Les objectifs de ce forum s’articulaient autour de trois journées thématiques : Peace and security/ Economic security and social rights/ Democracy and human rights. Des éléments d’analyse et de revendication sont remontés des plénières et des ateliers ; ils ont été compilés dans la déclaration du 6ème forum. Charles Santiago (Monitoring sustainable globalization) porte parole du réseau, rappelait aux chefs de gouvernement de l’ASEM :
“The message is clear. We, in the AEPF, concur with the world leaders that a) the current trajectory of globalization must change; b) we need a fair, just and inclusive globalization, one that creates opportunities for all. Indeed we need an ASEM process that benefits and creates opportunities for all. (...)The ASEM has focused on promoting cooperation between governments and representatives of business interests, and its agenda has been geared towards trade, investment, security and political issues. In fact, the cornerstone of a fairer ASEM should be a focus on people, specifically meeting the demands of all people: respect for their rights, decent work, icnluding migrant rights, and the empowerment of local communities. ASEM has a continuing democratic deficit. ASEMs work programme has only limited possibilities for regular democratic scrutiny in parliaments in Asia and Europe including the European Parliament. The ASEM work program and policies should be democratized and made accountable to the various parliaments.”
Ces trois jours de travail, d’échanges de points de vue et d’expériences rappellent, encore une fois, notre détermination. L’unique modèle de développement valable au nord comme au sud est celui qui est basé sur le respect et orienté par la garantie et la promotion des droits fondamentaux pour tous. Dans ce cadre, la lutte contre les inégalités est indissociable de la fourniture de services publics. Les services publics constituent un élément de garantie de la satisfaction des besoins et de l'effectivité des droits fondamentaux des personnes.
Lors de la journée « Economic security and social rights », ceux qui ont participé aux travaux sur la libéralisation et la commercialisation des services publics et l’élaboration de voies alternatives se sont penché plus particulièrement sur deux thématiques : EAU et SANTE. Les intervenants ont mis en avant, chaque fois que cela était possible, les critiques et limites du système néolibéral dominant et les propositions alternatives. Le dossier ci-joint en reprend les principaux éléments.
Here in the document, you can find :

- What AEPF adressed to the ASEM summit ? : presentation of the  by Charles Santiago (p3)

- Edition 2006 : Charter of the Asia Europe People’s Forum (AEPF) (p 5)

- Economic security and social rights Cluster : presentation of the plenary session (p12) : 
Surin Pitsuwan (Member of the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalisation,
Thailand)
Susan George (Chair of the Planning Board, Transnational Institute, France)

- Programm of the cluster on public services (p13) : 
Analysing trends of essential services' liberalization and commercialization in Europe and Asia/ Water delivery: water privatization and emerging alternatives in Asia/ Health: liberalisation of public heathcare and emerging alternatives in Europe and Asia/ Resistance to the liberalisation of public services: get together of campaigns and initiatives to look for possible synergies and future campaigns.

- Report of the cluster, made by Satoko, from the TNI p14).
To get more information on the water campaigns, contact her directly satoko@tni.org

- Presentations (powerpoint and Word) available (contact AITEC) (p23):

On the general analysis :
- Sven Giegold, ATTAC Germany
- Lidy Nacpil, Jubilee South

On the water privatization workshop :
- Mary-Ann Manahan on The Philippines (update on Manila, alternatives in the Philippines and regional process ‘Reclaiming Public Water’).
- Multi-donor funding mechanisms: the example of Public-Private
Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF) (Jorgen E. Magdahl, ForUM, t.b.c.)

On the public healthcare liberalization workhop :
- Nicola Gobas from the ESF Health Network, on the situation of public healthcare provision in Europe and the alternatives 
- Meri Koivusalo/ Eeva Ollila, GASPP/ STAKES

On the campaigns and initiatives workhop (p24):
- Fanny Petit, AITEC France and member of the European Network for Public Services

+ Echanges d’expériences autour des luttes :

Quelques pistes à creuser (cf en amont de la rencontre de Genève 27th of october):
Avoir un symbole fort, nécessité de travailler en amont du calendrier institutionnel pour peser sur le débat, mener campagne avec une multiplicité d’acteurs….

	la campagne d’Attac contre la privatisation du chemin de fer : subversive et innovante !

voir : http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/" http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/
pour consulter le document détournant la communication officielle : http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/media/docs/material/reiseplan3-online.pdf" http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/media/docs/material/reiseplan3-online.pdf

	Les autres campagnes d’Attac Allemagne, dont la campagne Bolkestein (avec un gingle radio, envoi de cartes aux parlementaires…) : http://www.attac.de/kampagnen/" http://www.attac.de/kampagnen/



AEPF Address to ASEM10: Connecting Civil Societies
Presentation by AEPF International Organizing Committee Member Charles Santiago 
I was at the Finnish Parliament about ten years ago with my AEPF colleagues. Together, we were lobbying the Finish government on the implications of Asian financial crisis, especially its social and human cost. We, from Asia and Europe brought our concerns and our analysis and our solutions on the Asian financial crisis to Finland. 
The then Finance Minister gave us a 20 mins. appointment, but having listened to us and our analysis, the meeting went on for about 1 ½ hour. In fact the meeting finished with nice dinner hosted by the Finance Minister. 
I would like to share with you that 6th AEPF took place between the 3rd -6th September, 2006. We had about 450 registered participants from 30 countries, representing slightly over 200 NGOs, trade unions, Peoples Organisation, religious groups from Asia and Europe. 
We focused on: a) peace and security; b) democracy and human rights; c) economic security and social rights. Our forum discussed issues surrounding privatization, trade and the Doha round, bi-lateral and regional trade agreements social movements and political parties, migrant issues, environmental rights, participatory democracy, decentralization and local power. 
The Forum, among others, made a call for a new, just and equitable Asia-Europe partnership, one based on an equitable social dimension in the ASEM process. 
In this context I would like to share with you the views of the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan who recently told us, that “globalization’s benefits have been unevenly distributed, with many of its burdens falling hardest on those who can least protect themselves…Too many people, particularly in the developing countries, feel excluded and threatened by globalization. They feel that they are the servants of the markets, when it should be the other way around”. 
The Finnish President, President Halonen was blunt. She said “we believe that globalization should be a force for a brighter future for all people, unfortunately today’s globalization falls far short of this promise and actually is morally wrong and politically unsustainable”. 
President Halonen, further added that ‘a fair globalization is not a zero-sum game, but a mutually beneficial process for all its participants”. She proposed that “the burden of change must also be evenly distributed between nations”. 
Mr Chairman and friends –
The message is clear. We in the AEPF concur with the world leaders that a) the current trajectory of globalization must change; b) we need a fair, just and inclusive globalization, one that creates opportunities for all. Indeed we need an ASEM process that benefits and creates opportunities for all.
I would like to raise the following concerns for your attention: 
	After 10 years, we have not seen an ASEM blue-print that promotes opportunities and that benefit all in Asia and Europe. The ASEM has focused on promoting cooperation between governments and representatives of business interests, and its agenda has been geared towards trade, investment, security and political issues. The economic pillar promotes pro-market policies as opposed to alternative people centered policies. ASEM at 10 should be a point of reflection of a commitment to a work programme that ensures that benefits of trade and investment are shared in a just and equitable fashion by all. 

In fact, the cornerstone of a fairer ASEM should be a focus on people, specifically meeting the demands of all people: respect for their rights, decent work, icnluding migrant rights, and the empowerment of local communities. 
ASEM has a continuing democratic deficit. ASEMs work programme has only limited possibilities for regular democratic scrutiny in parliaments in Asia and Europe including the European Parliament. The ASEM work program and policies should be democratized and made accountable to the various parliaments. 
The Philippines consultation in preparation for the ASEM 10 year report stated that civil society groups in the country were not able to engage ASEM because of a lack of knowledge of how ASEM works. The report adds that the civil society groups in the country lack the confidence and access to the ASEM process. The report noted that as a result of being left out NGOs, PO established their alternative forum – the Asia-Europe Peoples Forum. 
In fact, the report concludes ASEM has to provide adequate and meaningful space for AEPF in ASEMs work programmes and policies. We in the AEPF welcome such a recommendation. 
In this regard, we welcome the recommendation of the joint ASEM tenth year report which calls for an ASEM process which is more participatory and democratic and to include more social issues in a meaningful way. The report notes that the ASEM should engage AEPF and appreciate its contributions. We in the AEPF are committed to engaging ASEM and working with ASEF towards building solidarity between the people of Asia and Europe.
Mr Chairman and friends, 
A dramatic development took place in Postdam Germany, earlier this week, where Asian and European labor Ministers were holding their first ever meeting in the context of ASEM. They issued a joint statement entitled: More and Better Jobs – Working Jointly to Strengthen the Social Dimension of Globalization. The Ministers proposed that both European and Asian governments need to formulate “policies to respect and promote human and social rights, particularly those set-out in the ILO Decent work agenda”. These policies need to provide effective social policies, adequate systems of social protection, decent work for all and supporting the anticipation and management of change. The joint statement unambiguously states that “decent work is the key to sustainable productivity and growth”. 
Mr Chairman and friends –
What is dramatic about this development is that the push for a social dimension of globalization has been a major demand of NGOs and Trade unions in the last couple of years. ASEM labor ministers have now made a first but important step in the right direction. 
It is dramatic, because this was largely a NGO-trade union initiative supported by the Fredrich Ebert Stiftung. If my memory serves me right, I think that this is the first time that AEPF and trade union recommendations reached the Ministers consciousness and transformed into a joint memorandum. 
Now, the real work begins. We have to ensure that the Asian and European governments including the EC develop policies, and a work programme that includes periodical reporting, monitoring and implementation mechanism. It should be done at the national levels as well. Otherwise, the joint memorandum will remain just that, a memorandum. Here, AEPF, Asia-Europe Foundation, Asia-Europe Business Council and the ASEM trade unions have an impotent role. 
In conclusion, together, we should call on ASEM head of governments who will be gathering this weekend to commit to a social dimension of ASEM that can be realized at all levels of the ASEM process. This could be one way in which the various stakeholders could work together in promoting solidarity, mutual understanding and cooperation between the peoples of Asia and Europe so that globalization benefits all. 
Thank for your attention 
Contact the author: charlessantiago@gmail.com


Edition 2006 : Charter of the Asia Europe People’s Forum (AEPF)
(Based on the discussions held in Helsinki September 2006)
We, the participants of the Asia Europe People’s Forum 6, reaffirm the AEPF Charter and so declare that:

We support the
	promotion of economic, social, cultural, civil and political rights as agreed in international human rights and humanitarian law; 

promotion of environmentally, socially and economically sustainable patterns of development; greater economic and social equity and justice including equality between men and women, and 
active participation of people’s organisations and networks in the ASEM process. 

We demand that the ASEM process recognize and respond to people’s needs and rights and become more transparent and accountable to national parliaments.
We state that
	The AEPF’s purpose is to engage and advocate for change in Asia and Europe, including in the overall ASEM process and to reflect social issues and people’s concerns. 

The alternatives proposed by the AEPF stand in opposition to the current paradigm of globalisation dominated by Transnational Corporations (TNCs) and by governments and international institutions which are increasingly serving corporate interests. 
The alternatives being pursued by the AEPF in co-operation with people’s organisations and networks are designed to ensure that a globalised solidarity between people and people’s organisations will be at the centre of a new stage in world history. 

We respect 
	universal human rights; 
	the rights of all women, men and children.


We will work for the protection of the environment and will found our actions on democratic international systems and institutions at the service of social justice, equality, peace and the sovereignty of peoples in Europe and Asia.

We affirm that 
	The AEPF is an open space for reflective thinking, democratic debate of ideas, formulation of proposals and networking for effective actions by groups and movements of civil society that are opposed to neo-liberalism and to domination of the world by corporate power and any form of imperialism. 

The AEPF is an inter-regional process between Europe and Asia – all the meetings that are held as part of this process have an inter-regional dimension. The AEPF is a plural, diverse, non-sectarian and non-governmental space that, in a decentralised fashion, inter-relates organisations and movements engaged in concrete actions and initiatives.
	The AEPF wants to build relationships, dialogue, shared analysis and action between progressive organisations in Asia and Europe. The AEPF brings together and interlinks civil society organisations and movements from all countries in Europe and Asia. 

The AEPF welcomes and participates in the World Social Forum and the Regional and National Social Forum processes associated with it.
Neither government nor military organisations shall participate in the AEPF. 

We, over 450 women and men representing people’s organisations from Asian and European countries gathered at the 6th Asia-Europe People’s Forum held in Helsinki from September 3rd -6th 2006, came together 

	building on the traditions and values of the Asia-Europe People’s Forum as a venue for people, their organisations and social movements to exchange ideas, analysis and common concerns about the effects of the current structure of economic development on the lives, livelihoods, rights and security of the women, men and children in both our regions;

concerned about the increasing militarization of international relations, the weakening of democratic institutions and practices and the attacks on human and social rights. We are concerned that women’s and Indigenous People’s rights and livelihoods are specifically under threat;
recalling and re-emphasizing the declarations of the People’s Forums held in Bangkok (1996), London (1998), Seoul (2000), Copenhagen (2002) and Hanoi (2004);
promoting mutual understanding and people’s joint actions for peace, equitable and sustainable development, democracy and social justice in Asia and Europe;
recognising the growing need to interlink our movements, issues and concerns;
having discussed at the AEPF6, respecting the diversity and complimentarity of different values and with the aim of developing concrete responses and recommendations;

State the following

Reflection on 10 Years of ASEM
ASEM has a continuing democratic deficit. ASEM is a key mechanism for countries in Europe and East and South-East Asia to co-operate. Together the ASEM Member States have influence over half the world’s GDP. ASEM’s programme of work has only had limited possibilities for regular democratic scrutiny by national parliaments in both Asia and Europe, including the European Parliament. 
After 10 years we have not seen an ASEM blueprint that promotes development and benefits for all. ASEM has concentrated on promoting co-operation between governments and representatives of business interests, and its agenda has been geared towards trade, investment and political issues. The economic pillar has promoted pro-market policies as opposed to alternative people-centred policies. This has not promoted socially, environmentally and economically sustainable trade, investment and economic and social development. There has been no attention to incorporating and learning from the experiences, ideas and visions of the women and men, workers and farmers in both continents, who have felt the effects, both negative and positive of the current patterns of economic and social development. ASEM at 10 should be at a point of genuine reflection and of commitment to a programme of work that ensures that the benefits of trade and investment are shared in a just and equal way for all.
Recommendations 
On the occasion of its tenth anniversary we call on Asian and European Heads of State and Government to reorient themselves towards a social dimension of ASEM that protects and promotes the economic, social, cultural, civil and political rights, as agreed in international human rights and humanitarian law, of all citizens in Asia and Europe, including rights to Decent Work, Essential Public Services and those of Migrant Workers. These must be based on the promotion of environmentally, socially and economically sustainable patterns of development.
The mechanisms should be established and/or strengthened to enable regular and systematic scrutiny of ASEM by all national parliaments and a systematic dialogue with ministries of national governments. The AEPF should be recognised as an independent Forum having a legitimate role in the ASEM process both at national and regional levels.
We welcome the statement of first ASEM Labour and Employment Ministers Conference held in Potsdam, Germany on 3rd -5th September. We perceive this as a first step in recognizing the social dimension of the ASEM process. The Ministers called for ASEM governments ”to respect and support human and social rights particularly those set out in the ILO Decent Work Agenda” with this being“key to sustainable productivity and growth”. This is the outcome of consistent efforts by Trade Unions and networks such as the AEPF over the last ten years. There is now a need to develop and agree implementation, reporting and monitoring mechanisms for annual reviews on progress.
PEACE AND SECURITY – Peace building or increasing militarization

In many ASEM countries the escalation of conflicts rooted in social, political and economic disparities and ethnic and religious tensions has led to the curtailment of civil liberties and human rights, further undermining people’s efforts to progress towards greater human security, social justice and democracy. This has included the killing of non-violent social activists and journalists. The dependence on fossil fuels, above all the declining resource of oil, is a fundamental motor for many of the world’s conflicts above all in Western Asia. Terrorism and the US-led “war on terror” have been used as a pretext for military interventions in many parts of the world. They have also been used to justify restrictions on civil liberties in many Asian and European countries and, in some cases, the cultural rights of entire populations. 
We are concerned that genuine peace, poverty eradication initiatives, women’s basic human rights and democratic, secular spaces are being threatened by racism and religious intolerance by both states and non-state actors, putting under threat some of the gains of progressive movements achieved over the last decades.

ASEM member governments confirmed an committed their support to more equitable social and economic development at the UN Summit on Social Development held in Copenhagen (1994). Current global challenges demand ASEM governments to work together to reshape international institutions, including the World Bank, IMF and WTO to enable these institutions to fully contribute to these commitments. 
The European Union and some Asian countries are home to some of the world's most significant producers and exporters of armaments. Conflicts which threaten and destroy the lives of millions are fuelled by the arms trade, posing a fundamental obstacle to the objectives of sustainable development and upholding human rights. The trade in arms and the means of repression of citizens is a key factor preventing the achievement of human security, as defined by the United Nations Development Programme.

We will work with Asian and European people’s organisations to
	continue to strengthen the co-operation between Asian and European peace and economic justice activists to build and sustain our movement within and across our countries; 

work to end the arms race and militarization, including a total ban on weapons of mass destruction;
condemn the militarization of aid and its use for geo-strategic objectives;
establish an independent, consultative, international civil society platform on conflict resolution for the ASEM process to strengthen civil society grassroots networks, engage with institutions such as GPPAC and the AEPF, and for ASEM to recognise and work with this platform 
assert that the “war on terror” is undermining security and human rights;
demand justice for all victims of weapons of mass destruction including people with disabilities;
endorse and support the call for justice for the victims and survivors of nuclear weapons, Agent Orange and ‘depleted’ uranium;
We call on ASEM governments to play an active and constructive role in contributing to world peace and security through preventing war, rejecting all kinds of use of force or threats to use force in inter-state relations, through disarmament, the promotion of conflict prevention and the peaceful solutions of conflicts on the basis of international laws and respect for the independence and sovereignty of nations; To progress towards this end we call upon ASEM governments to
	establish clean, secure, sustainable decentralized energy systems which place greater emphasis on renewable energy and energy efficiency as well as internalise social and environmental costs and displace large scale, centralised fossil fuel and nuclear energy sources;

work together to reform and strengthen the UN. This should include making the IFIs and WTO accountable to the UN process; 
strengthen the UN to enable it to fulfil its indispensable leadership role on global issues;
stop supporting the US-led global war on terror and to stop supporting the US-Israeli aggression;
support peaceful and just resolution of conflicts;
	work towards an Asian Energy Security Grid. This would seek to address the energy needs of Asia, being conducive to the promotion of building peace and security; 

develop and agree transparent and binding mechanisms for controlling arms imports and exports;
EU and Asian governments should respectively adopt and implement European and Asian Codes of Conduct on the arms trade, including on small arms, and support the process of developing a binding worldwide code;
recognise the right of citizens to refuse to do military service and develop civil and civic service alternatives
give local communities and civil society a central role in preventing conflict and promoting justice security and equality;
stop giving aid in support of militarism, occupation and oppression.

ECONOMIC SECURITY and SOCIAL RIGHTS

Asian and European economies are undergoing disturbing changes that are creating human insecurity, a phenomenon characterised by the ‘race to the bottom’. In many Asian and European countries, citizens, including migrants, are denied their fundamental rights to essential services. Transferring of control to the private sector is increasingly being encouraged and supported, generally leading to decreased access to essential services and increased vulnerability for millions of women, men and children across Asia and Europe. Labour restructuring in both regions has transformed workers, including migrant workers, into flexible, substitutable, and disposable commodities. Women and child workers are most vulnerable in this environment. We are deeply concerned that the continuing processes of liberalisation and privatisation, are leading to a restructuring of labour markets with decreasing wages, increasing informal labour and further eroding of states capacity and commitment to providing citizens with services which are part of their rights. 
EU and WTO rooted agricultural policies, subsidies and agreements that favour corporate agribusiness are having detrimental effects on nature and on the lives and livelihoods of millions of small-scale agricultural producers across Asia and Europe.
With the Doha round “trapped between the intensive care unit and the crematorium”, we remain concerned at the bi-lateral Free Trade agreements that are being pushed aggressively by the EU. The proposed EU-ASEAN trade agreements are promoting and are trying to lock ‘the weaker partner’ into an irreversible neo-liberal model. These trade agreements entrench existing inequalities and unequal development between and within the Asian member states of ASEM. These agreements give too much power to markets and multinational corporations over that of states and citizens. 
At the same time we see daily the “winners and losers” of globalisation. Notwithstanding some progress on poverty reduction in some countries, the distribution of economic gains remains unequal. In many countries women, children, people with disabilities, indigenous people’s and other ethnic minorities face growing pressures of economic and social exclusion.
We suggest that the ASEM governments and peoples explore alternative approaches to trade agreements such as the Bolivarian Alternatives for the Americas (ALBA) and the Trade Treaty of the People (TTP). These agreements aim at achieving equitable and sustainable development and are based on the principles of complementarity instead of competition; co-existence with nature against irrational exploitation of resources; defence of social property against privatization and promotion of cultural diversity.
We will work with Asian and European people’s organisations to promote the interests and rights of farmers, fishing communities, migrant workers, people with disabilities, women, children, indigenous peoples, ethnic minorities and workers; To do this we will
	promote human security, poverty eradication, the right to Water, Food Health, Education for All; 

promote the right to sustainable and decent work; 
	promote sustainable agricultural and rural development based on the principles of food sovereignty and promote human security; 

protest against an unjust international economic order which is leading to a loss in national sovereignty, growing social disparities and environmental destruction; 
struggle against unfair trade practices and agreements such as Agreement on Agriculture and Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights which are endangering the lives of millions of peasants, workers and indigenous peoples in both regions; 
develop and promote people-centred approaches to trade and investment, including public/public and public/community partnerships;
recognise the common and shared interests we have as women, men and children migrants, refugees and citizens as well as the common threat posed to us particularly in the face of the ‘war on terror’.

We call on ASEM governments to
pursue alternative regional strategies that promote a development model such as ALBA (Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas) which aims at ‘autonomous regionalisation’ aimed at equitable and sustainable development which is environmentally conscious; 
promote trade policies and practices aiming firstly at poverty alleviation and protecting social and economic rights of workers and peasants/farmers, especially in less developed countries;
adopt and recognise the principle of food sovereignty. Food sovereignty is intrinsically linked to the political, economic and cultural sovereignty of our peoples;
respect the right to peacefully struggle for food sovereignty. We call upon governments to stop related criminalisation and repression;
stop the privatisation of water, health and other essential services. ASEM governments should look at alternative forms of organising and managing utilities, namely public-public partnerships. Democratic participation and public consultation are key to improving essential service delivery; 
support the cancellation of illegitimate debts of developing countries;
promote a Currency Transaction Tax, stronger capital market regulation, the abolishment of tax havens and tax incentives offered to multinational corporations;
recognise the fundamental rights at the centre of all their policies and practices on migration, employment and development. Human, economic, social, political and cultural rights are universal and inalienable and there can no derogation of these rights in the name of the ‘war on terror’;
ratify and implement all the ILO Core Labour Standard Conventions and establish a permanent tri-partite body that enables regular consultation between governments, employers and Trade Unions;
realise the Millennium Development Goals by 2015.
DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN RIGHTS
We believe that respect for human rights and self-determination and the development and strengthening of open and participatory democracies form the basis for sustainable economic and social development both nationally and internationally.
Democracy has many components and varies from society to society. However, there are some key principles as expressed by the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights which we feel are essential to the promotion of a social and political fabric which can be the foundation for sustainable economic and social development. 
Democratic rights can be seen in a comprehensive way in all aspects of societies. The AEPF6 has been an opportunity to exchange experiences and visions of people-centred democracy.
Trafficking in persons, most of them who are women and children, is a human rights violation, whose issues are complex, multi-dimensional and embedded in specific contexts. A one-size-fits-all national security-based and migration management approach obscures and ignores (a) the structural factors of poverty, labour migration and collapse of livelihoods and care systems linked to economic globalization as well as (b) the socio-cultural factor of discrimination, gender inequalities and patriarchal sexual practices and mores as these interact with or react to market-led reforms.

We will work with Asian and European peoples’ organisations to
	build strong active citizen’s organisations based on a wide degree of public participation and facilitate exchanges between them including at the grassroots level;

deepen the process of comprehensive democratization in active citizens’ organisations to be genuinely plural and inclusive;
recognise the particular barriers preventing people with disabilities, the most vulnerable of whom are women, in exercising their rights and accordingly ensure the provision of the necessary accessibility and support for them to participate in people’s movements;
closely collaborate with the media to promote the goals agreed in this statement.
We call on ASEM governments to
	commit themselves to building participatory democratic societies based on the widest degree of people’s participation; 

use the opportunity of their political dialogue to promote and respect human rights, participatory democracy and promote gender equality; 
protect and promote biological diversity;
ensure respect for the freedom of association, expression and assembly by ratifying and respecting ILO Conventions 87 and 88 on Freedom of Association and Rights to Collective Bargaining;
develop a dialogue between Asia and European governments on the role of participatory local government in promoting sustainable development and democratic services in practice, including specific attention to the challenges of urban governance;
develop mechanisms and institutions in both regions which can both deliver basic democratic rights and strengthen people’s participation in decisions that affect their lives so contributing to deeper and more participatory democracy; 
fully integrate a comprehensive human rights framework and approach in tackling national intra-regional and inter-regional trafficking issues by addressing the root causes of trafficking from the perspective of prevention and protection, inequality, multiple discrimination and the adverse effects of neo-liberal globalization;
move beyond its state-centred and limited women’s rights language of victim rescue, protection and repatriation into a truly women-empowering and migrant rights-based policy and set of practices in combating trafficking. These should include measures that would allow victims of trafficking to remain in the European country of destination temporarily or permanently without the precondition of assisting in the criminal prosecution of their traffickers; 
enhance the implementation of the existing legal and policy instruments, in particular the ASEM Action Plan to Combat Trafficking in Persons Especially Women and Children;
guarantee the collective rights and autonomy of indigenous forest communities and to allow them to decide upon the access to and use of the land and forest where communities live; ensure respect for and protection of indigenous peoples’ rights and cultures. Respect the primary rights of forest communities to use forest land according to their traditional user rights and governance systems. To this end we urge all ASEM member states to ratify ILO Convention 169 “Concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries” and to vote for the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples;
establish mechanisms for the redress of, and reparation for, victims and survivors of human rights violations;
translate their commitments to Disabled People’s Rights by ratifying the UN Convention “On the Rights of Persons with Disabilities” and progress to passing necessary national legislation and providing related resources 
Ensure all children, parents and communities are fully aware of children’s rights as expressed in the Convention on the Rights of the Child

On Burma/Myanmar
We continue to be appalled at the human rights situation and the lack of progress on democratization and national reconciliation in Burma/Myanmar. 

We call on ASEM governments to 
	take the opportunity of the presence of the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC) delegation at ASEM6 and to demand of them to immediately release all political prisoners and to begin a political dialogue with the National League for Democracy(NLD) and leaders of ethnic nationalities as called for by the United Nations General assembly since 1994;

Bring the case of Burma/Myanmar to the United Nations Security Council.

We call for a new, just and equal Asia-European partnership, one based on an equitable social dimension to all aspects of the ASEM process. 
We call on ASEM to establish appropriate consultation and implementation mechanisms which can further enable people and People’s Organisations, including Trade Unions, to contribute to the official ASEM process. 
We call upon all people’s organisations in Asia and Europe to strengthen their linkages and co-operation, and join us in this common struggle for a better ASEM, for human security in Asia and Europe, a people-centred regionalism for peace, equitable and sustainable development, democracy, equality of peoples and between women and men and social progress in both our regions and the world over.

Helsinki September 6th 2006

 AEPF Cluster on Public Services
Tuesday Sept. 5th


9:00-11:00 Plenary-Economic Security and Social Rights (Cluster 2)

Surin Pitsuwan, député et ancien ministre des Affaires étrangères (Thaïlande)
Susan George, Transnational Institute
 
11:00-12:00 Opening plenary (1 hour)

Analysing trends of essential services' liberalization and commercialization in Europe and Asia

Sven Giegold, ATTAC Germany
Marc Maes, Seattle to Brussels Network
Lidy Nacpil, Jubilee South
 
And then split in 2 working groups: water and essential services
 
12:45-14:45 Two parallel working groups on alternatives and struggles against privatisation, with the aim to explore the possible synergies and areas of mutual cooperation, action and solidarity.

A. Water delivery: water privatization and emerging alternatives in Asia
- Au Loog-yu on water privatization in China (based on his new chapter for the Chinese edition of the ‘Reclaiming Public Water’ book.
- Nila Ardhianie on Indonesia (update on privatization, and a perspective on the potential for domestic and regional Public-Public Partnerships).
- Mary-Ann Manahan on The Philippines (update on Manila, alternatives in the Philippines and regional process ‘Reclaiming Public Water’).
- Olivier Hoedeman: a brief presentation of the situation in Europe. 

B: Health: liberalisation of public heathcare and emerging alternatives in Europe and Asia
- Nicola Gobas from the ESF Health Network, on the situation of public healthcare provision in Europe and the alternatives 
- Meri Koivusalo/ Eeva Ollila, GASPP/ STAKES

15:00-16:30 Two parallel working groups on campaigns and resistance to privatisation.

A: Water delivery: institutions and governments that are promoting water privatization in Asia and how to develop stronger campaigns for a shift towards support for alternatives like Public-Public Partnerships (PUPs).
- The role of ASEM (Charles Santiago)
- European donor governments: the example of DFID (Vicky Cann, World
Development Movement)
- Multi-donor funding mechanisms: the example of Public-Private
Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF) (Jorgen E. Magdahl, ForUM, t.b.c.)
- Multilateral development banks: the example of the European Investment
Bank (EIB) (Ginting Longgena, Friends of the Earth International)
B: Resistance to the liberalisation of public services: get together of campaigns and initiatives to look for possible synergies and future campaigns.
- Fanny Petit, AITEC France and member of the European Network for Public Services
- Sven Giegold, ATTAC Germany
- Anita Kelles-Viitanen, HYVA Finnish Welfare Services Campaign

16.30-17:00: Final plenary to summarise action points, discover possible synergies and finalise demands to ASEM summit.

6th Asia-Europe People’s Forum
3-6 September 2006, Helsinki, Finland


Plenary Session on Economic Security and Social Rights (Cluster 2)

(Tuesday 5 September 2006, 9h – 11h)



Since the last Asia-Europe People´s Forum (Hanoi 2004) we have witnessed contradictory
developments in Asia as well as in Europe: on the one side the continuation of “market opening
measures and financial economic considerations predominating over social ones” (Report of the
World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalisation), the ongoing process of liberalisation
and privatisation, leading to a global restructuring of labour markets with decreasing wages,
increasing informal labour and social security, the further withdrawal of the state from providing
social services to all people with negative consequences for millions of people. On the other side we
are witnessing growing resistance against the current form of globalisation through social
movements, NGOs and trade unions all over the world. At the same time we can observe some
developments which stay in sharp contrast to the official multilateral credo:

· Great economic powers, the EU among them, try to circumvent the problems of multilateral
liberalisation through bilateral Free Trade Agreements (in case of Europe Partnership and
Cooperation Agreements), which in many cases allows even more liberalisation than the
WTO-agreements.

· Endeavours to create regional economic agreements have gained strength, although they
differ in Asia and Europe. In Asia “ASEAN + 3” is further developing plans of East Asian
Economic cooperation, in Europe the enlargement of the European Union has further
developed the economic space.

· At the same time we see in lots of countries a wave of protectionism or “economic
patriotism” trying to prevent the buyout of enterprises which are counted as of being of
national importance.

Also on the peoples’ side we observe contradictory developments: in all countries there are
“winners” and “losers” of globalisation. The distribution of economic gains is unequal. Although in
some countries there has been progress in poverty reduction, the situation of the poor has been
worsening. That does not only describe the situation in Asia. In Europe too, the “welfare state” has
been eroding and social insecurity is growing. Today there also the risk of poverty constitutes a
major threat for large parts of the population. Within the AEPF-framework the conference provides
opportunity for stocktaking of the current developments and for further discussions how we can
react on these developments and promote economic and social security, including poverty
reduction, health care, education, labour issues, water security etc. Which role do international
organisations play in this? What people’s organisation in Asia and Europe can do to promote those
developments goals, protect the interests of the vulnerable groups, farmers, migrants, people with
disabilities etc.?

Plenary speakers:

Surin Pitsuwan (Member of the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalisation,
Thailand)
Susan George (Chair of the Planning Board, Transnational Institute, France)

6th Asia-Europe People’ Forum 3-6 September 2006, Helsinki, Finland

Workshop on 'Defending Essential Services and Building Alternatives to Privatisation in Asia and Europe' (Tuesday 5 September 2006)


Opening plenary

Sven Giegold (ATTAC Germany & the Tax Justice Network) spoke on the struggles against privatisation of essential services in Germany, where opinion polls show that people in general oppose privatisation and where local referenda always result in defeating privatisation. Neoliberal forces have now build this into their strategies, for instance by campaigning for tax cuts, which creates budget problems that can be used as argument for selling off public utilities. Pressures for tax cuts come from neoliberal ideology (‘money best in private hands’) and from international tax competition (declining corporate tax rate in OECD countries, from 38% to less than 30% between 1997 and 2004). Within Europe pressure on taxation particularly comes form Central and Eastern European countries, where corporate tax rates are often very low (average 20% against 29,6% in old EU countries). In developing countries corporate tax rates are also decreasing but still typically around 30%, although in practice corporations pay far less (due to tax holidays, export processing zones, etc.). Corporate taxes are less important than income taxes, but still very significant for public budgets. Low corporate tax levels enable tax evasion by high income groups and result in pressure against top-marginal income tax rate and progressive taxation. Top marginal tax rates have dropped dramatically in the last 20 years and ordinary people pay a larger share. “If we want to reduce the pressure towards privatisation, we must halt international tax competition”, Sven Giegold concludes. Counter-measures to prevent tax evasion include tighter reporting requirements by companies and better enforcement against tax havens. In the longer run, stronger international tax cooperation is needed, including action on the following areas:
- Corporate governance and transparency: who paid what where, who owns what (publish what you pay in taxes)?
- Private capital income (interest, dividends, capital gains by foreigners): automatic information exchange between governments
- Corporate income: minimum tax rate, harmonisation and in the long run an international system to tax corporate profits.

Asia could learn from the European unification experience where investment flows were harmonised, but tax systems remain national, which doesn’t work because it creates tax competition. More information on www.taxjustice.net

Marc Maes (11.11.11, Belgium) spoke about the WTO negotiations on services liberalisation (GATS), where the EU has been pushing for concessions in the water distribution sector. The EU demanded market opening from 63 countries, but did not make offers in its own water services sector (water is liberalised in France, UK, Spain and partly Germany, but not in most other EU member states). The European Commission consults very closely with EU corporations to identify which foreign markets these want access to or where they want regulations changed. The Seattle to Brussels (S2B) network therefore refers to EU policies as the corporate trade agenda. The Commission plays the same role inside the EU, trying through 3-4 different tracks to get the European Parliament to agree on liberalisation of water services in EU countries. This has until now been rejected, also as a result of campaigning from NGOs and trade unions. Public water services in Europe function well, so other arguments are used in favour of privatisation. Public water services are seen as dead weight (huge assets and expertise that is not commercialised), but in fact these are the last remaining part of the commons. The EU wants these services to be brought into the global market, to help EU exports expand. European unification and the single market are often used as an argument for liberalising water services. The Commission is now planning its strategies after the Doha Round and has issued a very problematic paper on this in June. The paper is based on worries about EU’s ‘external competitiveness’ and proposes a more aggressive negotiating approach, not the least in the field of services where the EU has a competitive advantage. In practice, expanding trade in services means changing regulatory systems in non-EU countries. The paper also has a chapter on internal competitiveness, which proposes the ‘completion of the Single Market’, relaxing rules on European businesses to make them more competitive (making rules least trade restrictive), and consulting with other countries’ governments and industries before introducing new rules (the Commission gives the example of the chemicals regulation review, REACH, and is proud to have consulted with industry elsewhere about this). All of this undermines the essence of democracy, but this is the direction things are going. The EU’s external neoliberal trade strategies are coming back to Europe and will undermine standards and public services. To defend public services we need to improve our public services, increase the sense of ownership, citizens’ participation and thus the quality of services.

Lidy Nacpil (Jubilee South, The Philippines) spoke about the role of debt. Grants and loans are offered to finance privatisation, such loans in return deepen the debt burden. Servicing of debts is a major burden on government revenues and spending, in The Philippines 85-90% of government revenues go to debt servicing, forcing the government to borrow more and more. Public utilities are inadequately funded and badly maintained. Privatisation is seen as a way to gain revenue for cash-strapped governments and to cut losses. The neoliberal ideology moreover claims that the private sector is more effective and this has become part of poverty reduction programmes of MDBs. In addition to sell-off of assets, resources and infrastructure, increasingly often this takes the form of concessions or management contracts. Also without privatisation, revenue generation and full cost recovery lead to commercialisation and worsening of the availability of public services, with user fees harming the poor. In effect this means that public institutions act like private entities. Debt is used as leverage to impose or promote privatisation (conditionalities), explicitly or implicitly. The World Bank has pushed privatisation in many Asian countries, just like the Asian Development Bank. Often the projects may seem to be about improving public utilities, but this may be intended to prepare the utility for privatisation. MDB’s offer various investment guarantees and other incentives to help corporations expand in the water sector. Often the public debt burden is worsened as a result of privatisation, for instance because governments guarantee the loans of the private operators. If the privatisation projects fail, then the public has to pay the bill. The international capital raised by private operators is moreover more expensive than if the public sector would have raised funds itself. Contracts are often onerous and grossly unfair, especially in the power sector there are numerous examples of this in developing countries. 

Comments and questions:
Freddy (The Philippines) points out that the ASEM Trust Fund – administrated by the World Bank – was used to facilitate water privatisation in Indonesia and housing privatisation in The Philippines. Ramon Duran mentions that we should also be aware of the role of financial markets that enable European corporations to buy up public services in developing countries. Privatisation is fuelled by the availability of capital seeking investment targets. 

In the afternoon, the workshop was divided into two parallel working groups
The focus of these working groups was on alternatives and struggles against privatisation, with the aim to explore the possible synergies and areas of mutual cooperation, action and solidarity.





Working group on water delivery – first round
The first round starts with short presentations on water privatisation and emerging alternatives in Asia (and to a lesser extent Europe).

Vicky Cann (World Development Movement), who facilitated this round, emphasised the importance of combining critique of privatisation and analysis of how public water can be improved. The working group, Vicky explains, comes out of a series of international events over the last months and years and will be followed-up by events in the time to come. Many of us were part of the activities in parallel to the World Water Forum in Mexico City, the European Social Forum in Athens and the Linking Alternatives seminar in Vienna, and today we will discuss future events like the World Social Forum in Nairobi (January 2007). 

Sheets are put on the wall to share existing networks/initiatives, calendar of events, agreed group actions and the recommendations to ASEM governments. 

Au Loong Yu (Globalisation Monitor, Hong Kong) introduces the work of his organisation on water issues and the Chinese edition of ‘Reclaiming Public Water’. He also refers to his paper “The Privatization of Water Supply in China”. After 1949, water delivery in China was taken care of by the state, with low water prices. Supply was generally good, although there were problems with investment in renewal. In the 1990’s, government policies changed and water came to be seen as a commodity, a service to be delivered on a for-profit basis. Part of the discourse was to refer to the fact that China suffers from water scarcity. The result has been large price increases, up to ten times. For the middle classes water remains affordable, but for the urban poor there are problems as they have to spend a much larger share of their household income on water. The government has since the early 1990’s opened the water market for foreign corporations; in the first phase these were only allowed to run plants on a BOT basis, not directly deliver to customers. China has however made commitments for its water sector under the GATS agreement as part of its membership to WTO. This opens up the possibility for water multinationals to take over all aspects of water delivery. Many people are concerned that the Chinese government is giving too many and too large concessions to foreign TNCs. At the same time China is also developing its own private water companies (running water delivery in major cities), which may grow into multinationals. There has been a huge wave of privatisation of the state sector over the last decade, also in the water sector. As a result tens of millions of workers have been fired and more may lose their jobs as a result of shareholder pressure. The privatisation wave is a concern for workers and consumers.

Nila Ardhianie (Amarta Institute, Indonesia) introduces the water delivery system in Jakarta, which was privatised in 1998 (two halves of the city went to respectively Suez and Thames Water). Food and transportation allowances of the workers have not increased since then; on the other hand the four Suez directors earn million US$ per year. Shareholders dividends in 2005 was 13,5 million US$. Also profits were high in both 2004 and 2005, which contradicts the claims by Suez that it loses money each month in Jakarta. The privatisation was co-financed by the European Investment Bank (EIB). Suez also raised financing from local bonds, which means that the company did not bring in fresh money. 
In July Suez sold off 49% of its shares in the company, without reporting this to the governor in advance. The reason for the sell-off is that they know they cannot fulfil their contractual obligations by the deadline next year. The proceeds from the sale went straight to Suez, out of the local water company. The shares were sold to Astratel and Citigroup. Unaccounted-for-water remains over 50%, one of the many failures of Suez to deliver its contractual obligations. The contract is extremely beneficial for Suez, at the expense of local government and consumers. Local campaigners hope to take back the company into public hands. An advantage is that 80% of the workers are still civil servants, so they could be available if the remunicipalisation campaign succeeds. Also Thames Water is planning to sell 100% of its operations in the half of Jakarta.

Mary-Ann Manahan (Focus on the Global South) presents an update on the Philippines water situation and what alternatives could look like, including the potential for increased regional cooperation to promote improved public water. In urban areas, 70% of water supply is still public, in rural areas 65%. For the country of a whole 25 – 27,5% of water is delivered exclusively by the private sector, a number that is growing. Almost half of the water utilities are no longer operating due to a whole range of problems. Access to safe drinking water is deteriorating: only 80% have access, the poorest are worst off; only 20% have access to sanitation. In terms of the alternatives, it is essential that communities must have access to participate in the management; in Philippines community-based water systems (within one watershed) are the most successful. Examples show that reforms within public utilities are possible. International networking on the Asia level and Europe-Asia is important, particularly more exchanges on lessons learned in efforts to improve public water supply. 


Olivier Hoedeman (Corporate Europe Observatory) presented a brief overview of water privatisation trends in Europe. The situation differs from country to country, but there are roughly three categories:
- countries where water management is fully or mainly privatised (France as well as England and Wales)
- countries where water is delivered mainly by public operators, but where privatisation is spreading (Spain and to a smaller extent Italy and Germany, as well as several countries in Central and Eastern Europe)
- countries where water is exclusively (or almost fully) in the hands of public utilities (Austria, Denmark, Norway, The Netherlands, etc.). It should be mentioned that there in many of these countries is a strong trend to commercialise water delivery, so it is public only in ownership, but democratic control reduced. Also, a number of the governments of these countries rather hypocritically promote water privatisation in developing countries via aid and trade policies.

The pressure to privatise often comes from both the national and the 
European Union level:
- governments (such as the previous Berlusconi government in Italy) 
push for privatisation for ideological reasons
- the weak financial situations of municipalities makes PPPs seem an 
easy way out (widespread problem in Germany and elsewhere)
- the European Commission is trying to expand the Single Market to 
cover public services as well, forcing to allow private firms to bid 
for local water services contracts, for instance through the Bolkestein Directive. The resistance of trade unions and citizens groups has made governments exempt water from the Bolkestein directive for now, but there is a risk the European Court of Justice may overturn this decision.

Positive developments include:
- the EPSU campaign for an EU-wide law to protect public services 
from privatisation and the single Market
- the growing movements for remunicipalisation of water delivery in 
France and Italy
- the initiatives to promote democratic control and accountability of 
public utilities, for instance in the Abruzzo region in Italy


Jorma Peussa (trade union for the public and welfare sectors, JHL) explains that high quality public service delivery has always been a key priority for the union. Finnish water services are public owned but often the utilities are corporatised and they can operate in ways similar to private businesses. The decision-making however remains in the hands of the municipal councils and democratic control still exists to secure the companies fulfil their public service obligations. The latest development is that the worsening financial situation of municipalities makes them consider selling off their energy and water utilities. Suez and Veolia have not arrived yet, but consultants are actively promoting sell-off so this could happen anytime. Public-public partnerships (PUPs) are emerging: municipalities linking up and organising water supply jointly, such as five municipalities in area north of Helsinki. Other municipalities are trying to learn from this, including from the problems emerging from excessive outsourcing of tasks. 

Discussion: 
A representative of the Chinese network for international NGO exchanges commented about the statistics on water pricing, mentioning that absolute figures may not say much. Water is a public service, but should not be considered as free of charge. What are the solutions? If you charge people for their water it may reduce waste. A representative of the All-China Trade Union Confederation mentioned that stepped tariffs are used to ensure affordability in Beijing and that prices differ between regions in China, depending on the local availability. She also highlighted that rules do exist in China for the behaviour of municipal water operators. The government should run water and electricity. Reforms can help to increase access to water services in rural areas; foreign corporations can assist in this. Au Loong Yu responded that the figures in his paper are based on a study covering five provinces, but that the main point is that the central government is treating water as a commodity, allowing Suez and Veolia to make huge profit in China. Water bills for the poor are rising. Why can’t we have an open debate on this in China, only in Finland, Au asks. Anil Naidoo commented that international water activists are concerned about the deepening involvement of multinationals in Chinese water systems. Anil offered to facilitate a sharing of experiences with what can happen when these firms are allowed to take over water systems. 
Sol Iglesias called for caution about community-based water systems: decentralisation often means the state retreats from its responsibility.  
Lidy Nacpil added that there are examples of development aid going to community-based systems when the area is not profitable enough for privatisation. Also, the trend is that water in developing countries is no longer seen as so profitable and that water multinationals are retreating.
Satoko Kishimoto announces that a major international conference will take place in Marseille in November, the event will be a possibility to learn about the remunicipalisation trend in France and to join hands to advance this. Also, we should discuss how to support the remunicipalisation campaign in Jakarta.




Working group on water delivery – round two
The second round focused on institutions and governments that are promoting water privatization (mainly focusing on Asia) and how to develop stronger campaigns for a shift towards alternatives like Public-Public Partnerships (PUPs).

Charles Santiago (Monitoring the Sustainability of Globalisation, Malaysia) introduced the role of ASEM, launched in 1996 with 3 pillars:  political, economic and socio-cultural. The economic pillar is based on a Trade Facilitation Action Plan (TFAP) plus a Investment Promotion Action Plan. TFAP aims to promote trade liberalisation in EU and Asia, including PPPs or privatisation. To do this, they facilitate working groups and hold seminars etc to work on: intellectual property right, e-commerce, customs procedures, etc. There is no ASEM working group on water or public services per se. In 1999, the EU Water Initiative ran a seminar on PPPs, but actually it focused more on a water conservation programme, especially in China. 

ASEM is more and more considered a failed process, in it own terms: trade is growing but not through or because of ASEM. Also the Asia Europe Business Forum, which operates within the ASEM framework, is considered to be failing to play an instrumental role. Therefore, the Asia Europe Business Forum is likely to start to play a more targeted role, but which sectors and areas are still to be decided. Activists must watch out for this. ASEM does not play a funding / donor role per se. ASEM’s economic pillar is a total failure, as business sees other vehicles as far more effective in promoting its trade promotion agenda, therefore there is an opportunity for us to use ASEM to promote our alternative policies, in the area of public-public partnerships etc. 

Vicky Cann (World Development Movement, WDM) introduced WDM’s campaign to expose UK government as a pusher of water privatisation.  There are five ways in which the UK government and its development agency DFID - or the Department for International Development – pushes water privatisation in developing countries:

	Technical assistance contracts
	international mechanisms like the Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF)

12 per cent of our aid continues to go to the World Bank
The UK uses its bilateral aid money to reinforce World Bank conditions 
UK aid money pays fees of private water companies in developing countries!

Overall, the campaign has had a number of successes:
	It placed the issue of DFID’s support for water privatisation in developing countries on the political agenda

the UK government has backed down from using bilateral aid money to fund pro-privatisation public relations materials
recognition from DFID’s chief minister that there is little donor-supported advice to developing countries wishing to reform their water services from within the public sector 
UK MPs will hold an inquiry into DFID support for water and sanitation
 
These have been our successes; there have also been a range of useful learning points and tips:

	Have both a critique and a positive agenda. 
	Challenge the mindset of officials 

Find your allies
	Don’t ignore the domestic context.

Be prepared to be robust! 

WDM looks forward to working with you all on our shared agenda.

During the discussion the point was made that the UK government also supports privatisation in other ways, including the role played by the UK Ambassador in Jakarta, advocating on behalf of Thames Water! 

Jorgen Maghdal (FIVAS, Norway) introduced the campaign against the Public-Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF). Created in 1999, it is housed within the World Bank, but it was set up by the Department for International Development (or DFID), the UK government’s donor agency. PPIAF funds consultancy work for water privatisation; in every full year since 2003, there have been eight countries in which water privatisation consultancy contracts have been awarded. There are now 13 donors contributing to PPIAF: 

Donor
Donations to PPIAF July 1999 – June 2005 (US$ millions)
United Kingdom
58.5
World Bank
14.9
Japan
12.0
Switzerland
6.3
Sweden
6.2
Norway
2.1
Netherlands
2.0
Canada
1.6
Germany
1.4
France
1.0
Asian Development Bank
0.8
United States
0.8
Italy
0.3

The core projects of PPIAF focus on designing privatisation programmes, including in water and sanitation in poor countries. International (rich country) consultancies are paid to recommend options on how best to introduce the private sector in a particular country. The terms of reference for these studies determine that only privatisation options can be considered. PPIAF also funds ‘consensus building’ projects by consultants, to overcome opposition. A consultant is paid to try to change the opinion of parties not currently in support of the privatisation plan. PPIAF’s aid is conditional because it necessitates countries beginning a process of privatisation. Furthermore, there are no equivalent institutions to advise on water sector reform within the public sector. 
In November, the World Development Movement and FIVAS will publish a joint report on PPIAF. WDM and FIVAS would like to join forces with activists working in PPIAF-donor countries and in PPIAF-recipient countries to work on this common agenda and to create this pressure for change.

During the discussion the question was raised whether we should only demand the withdrawal of money or seek to abolish the PPIAF, the conclusion being that we should seek to shut down the facility. An important point of clarification is that the PPIAF officially is independent from the World Bank, but unofficially it is not, and it clearly reinforces the IFI-framework.


Ginting Longgena, Friends of the Earth International, present the campaign on the European Investment Bank. The EIB was set up in 1958 as the house bank of the European Community. Initially it was to work only in Europe but now it operates internationally and it is active in 130 states, working in the sectors of transport, energy, water etc. Its approved loans in 2005 amounted to 47 billion euros, making it one of the most powerful IFIs in the world. Today, 10% of funding is spent outside Europe. Huge sums of public money are being spent on sensitive environmental projects, it is expanding operations in the South, supporting corporate power by investing in oil, mining, water sectors. It also lends money direct to corporates.

There is a real lack of transparency, lack of environmental and social standards, lack of expertise within EIB. It spent 240 million euros in last year on 9 projects in the area of water, sanitation and hydropower projects. In Indonesia and the Philippines, there have been various environmental, legal, social problems associated with EIB projects. FOEI has a new report with 8 cases studies. www.eibprojects.org There is also an interactive website where activists can add projects to the database. Other useful sites: www.bankwatch.org or www.foei.org/ifi 


Wider discussion

Public public partnerships (PUPs) – networks like ‘Reclaiming Public Water’ have long advocated PUPs as a way to help promote improvements in public water supply. Now, UNDESA is supporting an initiative called water operator partnerships (which would be partnerships between all kinds of providers but on a not for profit basis). This is a dilution of the original idea of PUPs, essentially as the private sector is muscling in on this agenda. As a result, the UN WOPs initiative looks interesting, but there is the need to maintain other options on PUPs.

Also, ASSEMAE (the Brazilian federation of municipal water operators) held their annual conference in June. It was very inspiring and pushed forward work on both international and domestic PUPs. During a 2 day workshop, there was an overview of the problems of public and private water delivery and then discussions around the role of PUPs – with utilities but also civil society, trade unions, academics etc. Different actors put forward both ‘needs’ and ‘offers’ and efforts were made to match them together. ASSEMAE, for instance, offered to help on re-municipalisation processes in Argentina and Peru. 

Re-nationalisation and re-muncipalisation cases – how many are there and  can we document them so that we can promote them? 

There will be a workshop in Jakarta for users, labour etc to discuss alternatives to privatisation. Can we invite people from outside Indonesia, for instance ASSEMAE, to develop ideas for the post-privatisation situation in Jakarta?

Can we say we want promote EIB and ASEM Trust to promote PUPs? No, we cannot trust EIB and ASEM as they are too untransparent.

Do we need to track what groups are doing – a mechanism is needed to help us to co-ordinate all our activities?

How to get groups on the ground connected to this international campaigning that we are all doing? How can we engage grassroots people in the international arena? The activist gathering September 12-14 in Bantam, Indonesia, will develop joint strategies on IFIs and other issues. Also, public alternatives to privatisation of water and energy will be discussed at a South-East Asia meeting next year which groups are currently working to organise. Such regional gatherings could work to promote community engagement a bit more. 

A problem with anti-privatisation analysis is that we end up only looking at related economic issues to do with financing, pricing etc. These issues will dominate and issues around water resources and governance don’t get tackled and access rights are not looked at. Questions such as who really controls water and the allocation of user rights plus river basin issues get left out, so we have to make sure we address these wider issues.

There are a wide range of efforts to get donors to pull out of privatisation, but when we seek to tackle the alternatives agenda, maybe we also need joint advocacy effort around PUPs.

The UN Right to Water initiative: a significant meeting was held by the Norwegian and Bolivian governments to start discussions on this, more meetings are planned for October. This is important and provides opportunities for coalitions of NGOs to work together to make this right a reality. 



The water working group sessions used flipcharts. The participants were encouraged to add their own initiatives and action plans on the flipcharts throughout the sessions. Also major points and conclusions from the discussions were added. 

Actions
Solidarity cooperation with campaigns in Indonesia - workshop with public water experts
Share and learn from campaign for remunicipalisation in Europe
campaign against PPIAF and other donors
Blue October mobilisations
Regional seminars (and mapping) of alternatives to privatisation
Study and exchange tour in China?
Campaigning against donors imposing privatisation
Strategy on pro-privatisation consultancy firms
Mapping of progressive public utility reforms and other best-practice in developing countries
Documentation of experiences with re-nationalisation and re-municipalisation
Updating each other to create synergies and avoid overlaps
How to involve communities and grassroots more in international campaigning? An example is the labour and migrant workers gathering in Batam (Indonesia) next week
Promoting Public-Public Partnerships (PUPs)
UN right-to-water initiative, proposed by the governments of Norway and Bolivia

Calendar
12-14 September: Asian Labor Assembly 
Mid-September, Batam, Indonesia: strategy meeting on water and power during activist gathering on IFI’s 
1-31 October, around the world: Blue October 
19-22 October, Oslo: Norway Social Forum will discuss UN right to water initiative
29-31 October, Uruguay: celebration of referendum October 2004
October, Bolivia: South American region meeting 
20-21 November, Barcelona, Spain: seminar on rural water (Engineers without Borders & Reclaiming Public Water network)
23-25 November, Marseille, France: France Libertes hosts international conference on PUPs and remunicipalisation
End of January 2007, Nairobi, Kenya: World Social Forum
11-13 March 2007, Brussels, Belgium: Water and Citizens World Meeting
Later in 2007: South-East Asia regional seminar on alternatives to privatisation (Reclaiming Pubic Water network)
Later in 2007: Jubilee South strategy meeting alternatives to privatisation of water and power
Later in 2007, Japan: Asian regional World Water Forum

Networks & initiatives
Bantay Tubig  Contact:Mary Ann Manahan <mbmanahan @ focusweb.org>
‘Reclaiming Public Water’ network: www.waterjustice.org & www.tni.org
contact: satoko @ tni.org
	Right to Water (convention)

Friends of the Right of the Water: anil @ camadians.org
Blue October-Global &regional water mobilisations http://www.blueoctobercampaign.org/
Red Vida (Americas network for right and defence of water): www.laredvida.org
Campaign on the European Investment Bank (EIB): www.eibprojects.org
Longgena Ginting <ginting @ foei.org>
	Development roundtable series Philippines Contact: Mary Ann Manahan <mbmanahan @ focusweb.org>

Blue drop campaign, c/o Freedom from Debt Coalition, Philippines <mail @ freedomfromdebtcoalition.org>
Regional campaign (Asia) on water and power privatisation; Jubilee South/APMDD, secretariat @ jubileesouth.org
Campaign on PPIAF (WDM: Vicky Cann <Vicky @ wdm.org.uk>, FIVAS<fivas @ fivas.org>)
	the report on water privatisation that was published by Forum for Environment and Development in Norway in April. 
See: http://www.fivas.org/3_PUBLIKASJONER/rapporter/264.pdf


Demands to ASEM
Governments must stop the privatisation of water, health and other essential services
Instead of funding privatisation and private corporations, ASEM governments should promote improved public service delivery, for instance through public-public partnerships
Democratisation, participation and public consultation are key to improving essential service delivery
Stop using all public funding to push privatisation and private companies
ASEM should promote Public-public-partnerships, starting with organising a seminar on this concept. 



Presentations on public services issues
(powerpoint and Word)
 available as attached files or on http://www.aepf.net/programme/economic-security" http://www.aepf.net/programme/economic-security




On the general analysis :
- Sven Giegold, ATTAC Germany
- Lidy Nacpil, Jubilee South

On the water privatization workshop :
- Mary-Ann Manahan on The Philippines (update on Manila, alternatives in the Philippines and regional process ‘Reclaiming Public Water’).
- Multi-donor funding mechanisms: the example of Public-Private
Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF) (Jorgen E. Magdahl, ForUM, t.b.c.)

On the public healthcare liberalization workhop :
- Nicola Gobas from the ESF Health Network, on the situation of public healthcare provision in Europe and the alternatives 
- Meri Koivusalo/ Eeva Ollila, GASPP/ STAKES

On the campaigns and initiatives workhop :
- Fanny Petit, AITEC France and member of the European Network for Public Services



« Resistances to the liberalisation of public services: get together of campaigns and initiatives to look for possible synergies »

Fanny Petit


I work in France for Aitec which is a network of professionals, researchers, experts and organisations who are involved in the elaboration of a committed expertise. This expertise is nurrished by their activities, rooted in social movements and engaged in drafting alternative propositions on various subjects. Within our organization, I deal with issues related to public services.

To start with, I would like to share with you some thoughts around the concept of “Resistance”. Resistance, as I understand this word, is before all being critical about mainstream ideologies and practices, deconstructing them and bringing up new proposals and alternatives. Yet, it should never be, nor appear to be, purely defensive, but as much as possible pro active. And on that point, when we get together to build campaigns and initiatives, we need to be very careful.
This brings up three elementary steps which are: 
	being critical and deconstructing the neoliberal ideology and strategies

proposing alternatives (short run and long run proposals drawn in a right based development framework)
	building alliances, networks and strategies to get to social change


This is what we try to do at AITEC with our partners, and this are the three points which I will develop and illustrate today with you with regards to issues related to public services. Aitec is involved in various french and european programmes and networks, among them the European network on public services. I will be focussing here on our work at the European level but we will need to address, maybe at some points in the discussions later, the way we will develop solidarity links with southern and Asian countries. 

Some preliminary elements that need to be recalled and developed in our collective work:
Premisses

The debate on public services issues is a strategic debate, as they are key elements in economic policies. Around them, such questions as efficacy vs equality, market vs democracy, public enterprises vs private corporations are raising… Public services are present at all levels of governance. They represent a strategic debate even within the social movement as it links the struggles of the workers of public sectors for incomes and status, the struggles of the users for access, prices and quality, the struggles of the ecologists for taking into account our ecosystems, the grassroots movements against exclusion and discrimination…
As we reaffirmed it today, globalization affects the organizational mode as well as the quality of public services, and more largely the local development policies. This is the starting point. The fact that besides the mechanisms that are inducing the liberalisation and the privatisation of public services and which have been largely debated in this cluster, there are processes of decentralisation of development and taxation systems that, often, do not meet identified needs at local levels, but that are imposed from above. We need to articulate our analysis and our counter expertise of liberalisation dynamics with a better demonstration of the neoliberal type of decentralisation processes. In order to attract resources and companies, public authorities – which are given more and more competences with insufficient means to take them on - indulge in immoderate tax and land concurrent strategies. These logics, whether it is in the North or in the South, are often done at the risk of loosing rare resources, deepening the budget deficit and speculating unfavourably on public income (which will go to multinational companies present on their territories). International regulations have thus a direct effect on public services which are yet so fundamental to local development. It is this double movement of liberalisation and decentralisation that affects directly both the notion and the practices of public services. It is thus this double process which we need to address and on which we need to weight, because we are here at the very heart of development issues.

If public services are true means of wealth redistribution and adjustment, they are as well creating wealth. And we do not emphasize this point enough. Indeed, public services are profitable and sustainable sectors, economical activities that are generating benefits – an aspect which have long been very well understood by multinationals companies. What we are denouncing should not take us away from this preoccupation. Raising alternatives doesn’t mean that the new model of development we want to implement should be the exact opposite version of the neoliberal model. It is not because the dominant system condemns unbalanced situations that we don’t want adjustment; it’s not because it deals with the market that the alternatives should entirely reject it. The fundamental problem is not one of private actors but one of monopoles and of transnational corporations who are capturing the public income at the expense of the common good. We then have to challenge and progress on the issue of the space and the part given to private actors in economical, social and territorial development. Let’s open this question to debate and elaboration… We, for instance, defend the idea that cooperatives and structures from the solidarity and social economy have a real part to play in the supply of public services. The question is: how can we build win-win scenarii/scenarios? We then come to the fact that the authorities are the only ones that can constrain private operators to redistribute and balance out those profits. Therefore, the problem is to know whether the authorities have the financial, political and technical skills to do so. This brings us to the issue of our input, in particular in terms of training, raising awareness within the leaders and the governments. The alliances we need to build with local authorities are to remain at the heart of our preoccupations and our analysis. 

So, if we think in terms of common campaign, we need to ask ourselves what our prior elements of mobilisation are and what those that need to be developped are. What we can propose, here, is some “guidelines” or principles that could lead us to concrete short run and long run proposals (on which we have to come back and go further):

1: regulation of public services cannot be private and must necessarily be and remain public: it is public authorities, which are legitimate, that have to control public policies, define the priorities on the grounds of local needs, and then build appropriate management modes. (The question we have to debate : Which are the appropriate levels of regulation?)
2: there are common goods and social structures that need to be to be built outside the market...
We can answer to the very simple idea that liberalization can deal with everything, that we have to entrust the fact that the grants of the market and of privatization will lead us to efficacy and modernity that the most progressist modernization is the one which guarantees and deepens the fundamental rights.
3: It is possible to regulate economy and activities of public services by respecting, ensuring and deepening fundamental rights.
4: the fourth proposal is that we have to focus on the satisfaction of the fundamental needs. Development is not growth. We have to address the question of what wealth do we want to produce and how do we want to reallocate it?
5: we can not give priority to growth over egality and over the fight against discriminations. Public services are founded on the principle of equality of access for all.
6: to give to redistribution its essential legitimacy within social and economic policies, through the articulation of prices, tax system, new tools such as the ones proposed by tax and justice network...
7: the democratization of public services, the citizen and users’ participation to the public decision is a key element to modernization and democracy, even within the enterprises of public services.
8: giving priority to local public services by working with local authorities means also looking at the the decentralisation and the organisation of the political competence, the role of public services in local development, the possibilities for public authorities to insure that they keep a close control over private actors.
9: working on a European and international approaches which would be based on cooperation rather than competition.

In that perspective we need to keep in mind the different scales and their articulation. We cannot only think global and act local, but we need to integrate all scales in each of our steps.

Building alliances in that perspectives 
 
Where do we start? What is sure is that, in order to reverse the actual dynamic, we need to act at the transnational level, to identify new places of negotiations, and to debate between us on what kind of dialogue do we want to have with the institutions, for example with the European Commission. 
This means also organizing the debate among us, in order to build alternatives, and to overcome points of disagreements.

At AITEC, we have different type of actions: 

Aitec always works in a multi-actors perspective. This means reinforcing social movements with shared expertise through thematical seminars, publications and trainings that will gather people from very varied horizons leading to contradictory debates. The idea of course, is to go further and find common grounds in particular when it comes to lobbying. 
This expertise and the networks of committed experts of AITEC is also coming to feed in the trainings we give to local authorities representatives and technicians and the discussions we hold with them of the drafting and the implementation of public policies. It is interesting to note that most of the time the training we give answers a demand from the local authorities. 

In our work we have noticed that there were a lot of misunderstandings and confusions around words and notions around public services. This happens already in France and in our own countries, so we all know that it’s worse with it’s in an international setting. That’s why, with partners in Europe, we have decided since beginning of 2005 to create a multilingual glossary on public services. It appears essential to us to create tools that can facilitate collective thinking and European dialogue (the multilingual glossary is an example but there are others and could be more, such as resources website with expert reports and case studies, etc. Etc.) and moreover that helps us going deeper into the real debates and disagreements. 

For AITEC, before even thinking of building a campaign, we need to exchange experiences and deepen our understandings of the situations in the different European countries. This involves developing partnerships within civil society structures. There are tools that can facilitate this process, for instance the European mobility programme “Leonardo” and more particularly the organisation Echanges et Partenariats (Exchanges and Partnerships) which allow on the one hand the political training of young students or young professionals, and, on the other hand, the consolidation of partnerships between European organisations who deal with issues related to public services. 

At the moment, we are putting the emphasis on exchanges of people to consolidate and develop partnerships among the organizations who want social change and promotion of public services, such as the ones involved in the european network on public services.

A new element that should largely contribute to the emergence of both political and economical alternative solutions with regards to the management of public services is the European network for public services. This network was born at the last ESF, although it was the result of strong Unitarian European mobilizations in favour of the defence and the development of public services that have taken place since the first ESF, held in Florence. 
The last events (around the referendum, the directive services’ project, cf Bolkestein) have clearly shown that it is possible, through coordinated actions at the European level and through a constant dialogue – lobbying - with European members of parliament, to weight in the public debate and decisions. 

The construction of this European network on public services is deeply rooted in this process. Its objective is to gather informations that could be helpful in our mobilisations and reflections, to reinforce the voice of the civil society through exchange of information and experiences, through the elaboration of common positions and initiatives at the European level. In order to do so, the network is currently trying to be very open to new actors from new countries (new and future European countries) and to define its own strategy in order to be a real force for social change. 

So far it is a reunion of numerous social actors, representing: 
- European networks and organisations: the European Federation of public services (a component on PS of the European Confederation of unions), the Convention so-called “Liège” of local authorities against the Gatts, the Seattle to Brussels network, the European Attac network.
- national unions and organisations, in particular French (AITEC, ATTAC, CGT, FSU, Union syndicale Solidaires, la convergence des collectifs pour la défense et le développement des services publics), italians (CGIL, comité stop Bolkestein), Belgians (FGTB, CSC, forum social belge), English (UNISON), as well as greek, turkish, from hungary, …

At the ESF, the objective of the final seminary on public services was to restitute the main directions of the different former seminaries, to insist on the will of having all the forces within the social movement coming together in a European network on public services with, at it’s starting point, a common declaration entitled: « Another Europe with public services for all ». This declaration embodies the network’s ambition of seeing, on the one hand, public services being protected from liberalisation/privatisation processes, and on the other hand developed in such way that it can satisfy fundamental rights and secures participative functionning, with righteous and sustainable funding. This “Athens declaration” shows as well the will to unify organisation, unions and political represent ants within one unique European platform and converging national networks. It’s open to any organization that is interested in playing a role in this dynamic.

Thus, there is a common agreement on the need to follow the institutional agenda and to set up an alert mechanism with all the information each of us gathers. This is already partially realised through the mailing list athens-sp@ras.eu.org. Once this is said, it remains as important to have a discussion between the different organisations that are constitutive or the European networks to reach points of consensus, to set up a work agenda and draft a strategy that can be adopted for the months and years to come. This will be the object of our next meeting which will take place on the 26, 27 October in Geneva, prior to the local authorities, except for AGCS, meeting. This is open to every organization who wants to work in this direction.

The network wants to set up the first ESF on public services. This should take place in 2007 and the date should be more precise after the next network meeting on the 27 of October. In this perspective the TNI Eurotopia programme coordinates the elaboration of a brochure/publication on public services that could be distributed all around Europe and reinforced the initiative of such a forum. 

Unfortunately, on this matter of « public services », as you can have understood we don’t work enough yet with southern actors when we all know how important not being auto centred is! I hope we could come back later in the discussion, especially on the type of solidarity the European network and Asian actors present here could develop… 

I will stop here and hope that we will be able to come back on those different issues during the debate in order to see how we can come up wih new propositions and ideas around a common work. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 

Fanny Petit
fanny.aitec@reseau-ipam.org
00 33 1 43 71 22 22
http://www.reseau-ipam.org/aitec

If you want to subscribe to the european mailing list athens-sp@ras.eu.org, please write to galepide@ras.eu.org



+ Echanges d’expériences autour des luttes :

Quelques pistes à creuser (cf en amont de la rencontre de Genève 27th of october):
Avoir un symbole fort, nécessité de travailler en amont du calendrier institutionnel pour peser sur le débat, mener campagne avec une multiplicité d’acteurs….

	la campagne d’Attac contre la privatisation du chemin de fer : subversive et innovante !

voir : http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/" http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/
pour consulter le document détournant la communication officielle : http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/media/docs/material/reiseplan3-online.pdf" http://www.attac.de/bahn-fuer-alle/media/docs/material/reiseplan3-online.pdf

	Les autres campagnes d’Attac Allemagne, dont la campagne Bolkestein (avec un gingle radio, envoi de cartes aux parlementaires…) : http://www.attac.de/kampagnen/" http://www.attac.de/kampagnen/












