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Introduction 
 
The Euro elections showed that politicians and policy advocates of the centre, the left and the 
greens have no effective answer to the rise of extreme right parties demanding an end to the 
free flow of people, as enshrined in the present polices of the EU. This political shift is rooted 
in the concerns of the vast majority about the increasing pace of immigration across the 
continent and about their own economic insecurity. 
  
The answer has to be to reconsider the whole question of open borders, but not just to people 
but also to goods, money and services. If this was allied to proposing a new direction for 
Europe, that of a cooperative grouping of countries prioritising the protection and rebuilding 
of local economies, then that could provide a secure future for its people and turn the EU 
from an increasingly discredited entity to one which provides a positive answer to voters 
concerns.  

So what is required is to start a debate in Europe about turning the Treaty of Rome into a 
‘Treaty of Home’. This would have the following amended article at its core: ‘allow 
appropriate restrictions to the free movement of goods, persons, services and capital in order 
to allow regional, national and local economies to prosper’.  
 
The usual approach of the EuroMemo group of a very long detailed critique ending with some 
general calls for a better future, but with no clear explanation of how to get from there to here 
has to be changed. The future direction of the EU is and will continue to be a massive battle 
ground between the pro open borders, pro austerity political elites versus those reflecting the 
growing rejection of such policies across Europe by the majority. 
 
 
Time for Effective Policies 
 
Free trade critics amongst the left and the greens correctly identify the underlying cause of 
today’s economic, environmental and social malaise as economic globalisation. However 
their response has now ossified into a decades’ long ritual of countless critiques limply ending 
in a call for an unspecified alternative economic model. They jump from voluminous detail of 
what is wrong to demanding a number of ‘wouldn’t it be lovely’ unattainable bullet points, 
for example calling for the powerful to pay proper wages, pay fair taxes, support more 
equality, stop trashing the planet etc, etc.  
 
Yet they have with no detailed ideas or programmes on how to tackle the entrenched worship 
of international competitiveness and export led. To do this will require nation states taking 
back control over borders to dramatically reduce the flow of money goods, services and 
people. Today’s open borders in the EU are the interconnected, joint battering rams of 
neoliberalism and unless all are tackled at once the powerful will continue to dominate the 
global minority.   
 
Other potential allies who would benefit from the protection and rebuilding of local 
economies are small ‘c’ conservative owners of small and medium sized businesses. At 
present they undermine any chance of increasing local business opportunities by buying into 
the big business agenda of prioritising export opportunities and minimising costs (e.g. wages, 



tax payments and environmental protection) in order to be competitive both nationally and 
globally.  
 
What none of these groupings seem to have grasped, in spite of the left and greens having 
suffered countless political defeats, is that if you have open borders then it is impossible to get 
a living wage for all, ensure that the rich and big business pay all their taxes, increase some 
costs in order to adequately protect the environment or stop the undermining of local 
economies and reduction of local effective demand. The reason for this is easy- it’s the threat 
or actual relocation, stupid. A large company or financial institution, rich individual or 
foreign investors or business owners will threaten to leave the country, taking its business and 
investment with it, should a country have the nerve to suggest that earnings, labour standards, 
tax levels, green standards be raised to effective levels. Many claim this is often a bluff, but 
enough businesses have already gone or threatened to close to make it a threat no local or 
national government can ignore under today’s open borders.  
 
That’s the downside of the free flow of money goods and services. The free flow of people 
causes even more widespread domestic concern and opposition. Globally polls show the 
majority are against significant flows of immigrants into their country whether they be rich or 
poor countries. In the European Union, originally conceived out of the desire to ensure that 
countries in Europe co exist with each other peacefully, the open borders to people, at a time 
of austerity and rising inequality, has resulted in the rise of the extreme right and increasing 
xenophobia.  
 
Such reaction should not have come as a surprise since the “free movement of labour’ was a 
founding principle when there were just six EU member states, who were at very similar 
states of economic development. Today it is a far larger and much more economically 
unequal region. Small wonder that millions of people for the poorer parts of Europe have 
migrated west and north as economic migrants in a relatively short space of time, and that the 
reaction to that in the countries who are the main recipients is becoming increasingly hostile.   
 
The omission of the need to control the free flow of people when discussing the downsides of 
globalisation is endemic in the attitudes of most of the left and the greens. In Europe they 
have shamefully vacated the debate fearful of appearing racist or xenophobic. They also site a 
desire not to give succour to the extreme right by even mentioning the topic- the absolutely 
appalling rise and electoral success of the extreme right in the European elections of 2014 
shows what a stunningly effective strategy that has turned out to be. Such arguments are also 
often underpinned and laced by a cosmopolitan condescension to all those ‘deluded’ enough 
to be against the present rate of immigration. Given the desires of the majority of their fellow 
citizens to dramatically curb the flow of migrants this approach can only be termed ‘domestic 
indigenophobia’. This, despite that fact that present level of EU migration makes it so much 
more difficult to tackle all social problems, that takes away jobs from the unskilled and more 
recent immigrants, and which changes communities dramatically and rapidly in a way the 
vast majority oppose.  
 
So what I am at a loss to understand is why the left should favour an open borders policy to 
people, which has always been a bosses charter, that threatens the jobs and conditions of their 
traditional supporters, that is undemocratic given the poll ratings and which is deeply un 
internationalist since it steals and drains away the brightest and the best from poorer 
countries. The greens in their early days understood and made central to their campaigns the 
need to tackle population pressures. In the Seventies they succeeded in convincing the public 
that rapidly growing numbers made it much more difficult to tackle the environmental and 
social problems. How the greens can nowadays be in favour of open borders given their effect 
on domestic population size amazes me. 
 



We are running out of time, tackling the increasingly obvious downsides of open borders has 
to be done fast. Europe is quite simply at an economic and political crossroads of the kind last 
seen in the economically insecure Thirties. The key is who will win the public opinion race 
and hence the power. Will it be the scapegoating, extreme right, who at present dominate the 
political new ideas stage or will it and those left green and small ‘c’ conservatives who could 
be united behind an approach that tackles chronic and growing insecurity through the 
protection and revitalisation of sustainable local economies. 
 
We don’t have time for the left and greens to stick to their failed calls for nirvana with no 
policies for taking back control of the borders. Such protection is the only thing that can 
effectively challenge the power that the 1% have grabbed for themselves. The alternative is 
that they will carry on increasing their wealth and power by more continued, relentless attacks 
on the nation states through demands for more open borders to ensure an economic system 
designed to weaken the economic security of the 99% for the benefit of the 1%.  
 
The left and greens know the problems, but don’t appear to have the courage to go against the 
driving force of neoliberalism ie open borders. The only way to reverse the present trend of 
campaign and political defeats is to actually defend the people, communities and the 
environment they insist they want to protect. To do this they should seriously consider uniting 
around the heresy of Progressive Protectionism. That is the only serious counterweight to the 
present open market system’s relentless engine of increased inequality and environmental 
threat. Only by campaigning to take back control of the borders for goods, money, services 
and people will they succeed in allowing local economies to flourish and so give people some 
hope for a more secure future. 
 
 
Protectionism – the hard sell 
 
My aim is to kick start a process of convincing the politically involved that ‘progressive 
protectionism’ is the answer to achieving their political and campaign end goals. It is, of 
course, true that the adverse effects being experienced worldwide of unemployment, of 
increased inequality and of insecurity about the economic and social future are being 
highlighted and reacted against in a piecemeal manner by the politically active. What they 
lack, though, is a credible and generally accepted overarching end goal and policy programme 
that might be effective in actually tackling these interlinked crises. 
 
Progressive Protectionism can provide this programme and goal by its rejection of the 
relentless calls for open markets and the need to be internationally competitive. Acceptance of 
these edicts as inevitable drives down tax rates, worsens social and environmental conditions 
and kills local jobs and small business opportunities. Promising export- led growth in an era 
of rising Asian dominance is an equally ridiculous policy. The alternative to these dangerous 
and damaging dark alleys is to propose a set of practical measures for protecting and re-
diversifying local economies. This is the only way to tackle the economic and environmental 
crises, return local control of the economy to citizens and provide a sense of security and hope 
for their future. If implemented it could play a crucial role in seeing off the rise of the extreme 
right, as this invariably flourishes when the sense of insecurity within the majority worsens. 
At present none of the policies offered by parties of any political hue are likely to tackle this 
in the way that Progressive Protectionism can.  
 
The Policies for Achieving Progressive Protectionism  
 
‘Progressive Protectionism’ will require the introduction by nation states of a set of 
interrelated and self-reinforcing policy priorities: 
 



• In response to rising wealth inequalities within and between nations, the lack of 
economic security for the majority and the growing environmental damage inherent 
in economic globalisation, there must be a rejection of the underlying causes of this 
worsening situation: evermore open markets and the fetishisation of international 
competitiveness and export dependence. These must be replaced by the reintroduction 
of protective safeguards to ensure revitalised local and national economies including 
the reintroduction of tariffs, quotas, capital controls and the ability to strengthen 
controls on the numbers and pace of immigration. This is the fundamental 
mindwrench that does most to curb the power of big business to play countries off 
against each other and threaten to relocate unless countries bow the knee to open 
borders. It is the necessary precursor to being able to introduce the rest of the 
policies; 

• Introduce a site-here-to-sell-here policy for manufacturing and services domestically 
or regionally; 

• Control and localise finance such that the majority stays within its country of origin; 
• Control the numbers, rate and ability of new immigrants to stay and work temporarily 

or permanently 
• Introduce fairer and socially positive taxes and resource and pollution taxes and 

tackle aggressively tax dodging nationally and globally in order to fund social and 
environmental improvements and help pay for the transition to permanent, sustainable 
and flourishing local economies; 

• Increase democratic involvement both politically and economically to ensure the 
effectiveness and equity of the movement to more diverse local economies;  

• Implement a local competition policy to eliminate monopolies from the more 
protected economies; 

• Re-orientate the end goals of aid and trade rules such that they contribute to the 
rebuilding of local economies and local control worldwide. 

Under these circumstances, beggar-your-neighbour globalization gives way to the potentially 
more cooperative, better-your–neighbour progressive protectionism. 

What I’m not advocating is the self defeating protectionism of the 30s, where the goal was 
often for each protected industry or country to increase its economic strength by limiting 
imports and then hoping to compete and export globally at the expense of others. 
Unsurprisingly the more countries did this, the less trade there was between them. Progressive 
Protectionism on the other hand aims at reducing permanently the amount of international 
trade in goods and money and to enable nation states to decide the level of migration that their 
citizen’s desire. 

There is little today that can’t be manufactured inside a country or grouping of neighbouring 
states. Long distance trade will shrivel to its original priorities- the quest for raw materials 
and cash crops that cannot be found domestically. Such trade will still be governed by 
international trade rules, but ones which ensure that the rebuilding of sustainable local 
economies are their raison d’être, rather than evermore open markets and exports. I have 
proposed trade rules that will leave free traders aGAST- a General Agreement on Sustainable 
Trade, governed by a World Localisation Organisation. These would replace the neoliberal’s 
battering ram – the rules of the World Trade Organisation.  

To cover Europe I have rewritten the open market obsessed Treaty of Rome and turned it into 
a ‘Treaty of Home’. This would re-orientate, re-diversify and provide hope for a region today 
fragmenting under pressures from austerity, the crisis in the Eurozone and the rising 
resistance to uncontrolled migration.  



EC Treaty of Rome 
Article 3 (ex Article 3) 
 (c) an internal market characterised by the abolition, as between Member States, of obstacles 
to the free movement of goods, persons, services and capital; 
 
EC Treaty of Home  
 
Article 3 (ex Article 3) 
 (c) a market characterised by the maintenance, as between Member States, of appropriate 
controls to the free movement of goods, persons, services and capital in order to allow 
regional, national and local economies to prosper; 
 

Today by contrast what we have is the continent wide ‘austerity’ and the policies for 
increased privatisation and shrinkage of the state. This approach depends for its underpinning 
on the EU continuing its open market obsession and for governments to placate financiers and 
big business by worshiping at the alter of international competitiveness.  

Europe could be the global champion for Progressive Protectionism since should the 
arguments for this approach gain widespread public and then political support, the European 
Union is a powerful enough block to take on the power of big business and finance. They 
would ruthlessly fight such a threat to their ability to control the economy for their own 
advantage. Any single nation, other than the United States or China, who attempted to protect 
and rebuild its national economy by introducing border controls would be simply crushed and 
made to reverse such policies by threats of relocation and a run on their currency. A united 
Europe could see off such threats. 

Never forget that economic globalization has a clear end goal: the use of evermore open 
borders to maximise trade and money flows and reduced labour costs through migration and 
other wage curbing policies, all to maximum profit worldwide. From this end goal comes a 
clear set of policies and trade rules supporting this approach. The adverse effects of this 
economic priority have become increasingly evident and include growing global inequality, 
job insecurity and adverse environmental effects. There is now growing support for the rather 
unfocussed call for more emphasis on localism. However, most discussion of this is set within 
the confines of the nation state. As such it never addresses how and why the world trading 
and financial system blocks any meaningful move in this direction and what has to be done to 
overcome this.   

 
Conclusion 
 
The parties that gained the most new seats in the European parliament were those opposing 
the free flow of people within Europe and those rejecting the disastrous austerity 
programmes. Both of these sources of voter concern were made possible by the Treaty of 
Rome abolishing controls over the free movement of people, goods, money and services. It 
was the unfettered flow of money and goods which largely stoked up the continent's debt 
bubble and contributed to the credit crunch. To pay for the state bailouts that followed, the 
mainstream parties then demanded austerity measures which sacrificed the living standards 
and social infrastructure of those least responsible for 2008's free market economic disaster. 
Not surprisingly, this has resulted in even more migration from southern and eastern Europe, 
adding to social tensions across the continent. 
 
As all EuroMemo group supporters I’m sure know, the reforms needed are not the rightwing 
agenda of less border controls, more labour flexibility and evermore ruthless competition. 



This is just code for the usual neoliberal priorities of less workers rights and a roll back of 
social and environmental regulations. It's time to effectively counter this whilst at the same 
time taking seriously the majority's concerns about uncontrollable European immigration and 
rising economic insecurity. A successful campaign to turn Treaty of Rome into a "treaty of 
home" would allow countries to cooperate to take back control of their borders for 
progressive goals, such as reducing inequality and rebuilding flourishing, sustainable local 
economies. This in turn could result in increased political support for a reformed Europe 
which actually gives citizens hope by providing economic, social and environmental policies 
which tackle the majority's present fears for the future, rather than making them worse. 
 
Colin Hines in addition to being the author of ‘Protect and Thrive- the case for 
Progressive Protectionism’ to be published this autumn, is the convener of the UK 
Green New Deal group. On a lighter note is author and publisher of ‘Art Deco 
London’ and ‘The Kewties’- a children’s book set in Kew Gardens. He is also the 
author of the book ‘Localization- A Global Manifesto’ (Earthscan). Before that he 
was the Co-ordinator of Greenpeace International's Economics Unit having worked 
for the organisation for 10 years.  
 
 
 
 


