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FRATERNITY THE FOUNDING VALUE FOR EUROPE 
 
 
The French Revolution sought to base our future on the three-word motto: Liberty, Equality, 
Fraternity. 
The nineteenth century was the era of the fight for Liberty, for Freedom from the established 
authorities (empires, kingdoms, the Church); the twentieth century turned to Equality, at the risk of 
mistaking uniformity for justice and nationalism for respect for the common good. 
But, for lack of Fraternity, the bright ideal of Liberty and Equality combined led to many armed 
conflicts. 
 
Jacques ATTALI (a former adviser to François MITTERAND) states that “in this twenty-first 
century we must develop Fraternity between individuals and between peoples if we are to avoid 
socio-economic conflicts on a world scale.” 
Sharing this conviction, VIVANT electronic sets out below the Concluding Document of the 
Conference of European Mayors held in Innsbruck on 10 November 2001, which brought together 
representatives of 28 European countries, together with extracts from the address by Chiara 
LUBICH (foundress in Italy of the Focolare Movement) to the Mayor and civil and religious 
authorities of Rimini (Italy). 
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A. CONFERENCE OF EUROPEAN MAYORS AT INNSBRUCK (2001)  
CONCLUDING DOCUMENT 
 
 

We, the mayors participating in the Innsbruck Conference, coming from 28 European 
nations1, affirm our commitment to become protagonists in the new phase of reflections for the 
building of Europe which will open with the European Council in Laeken. 
 
Though Europe has always held freedom and equality among peoples and states among its 
fundamental values, they need to be continuously re-examined in their political dimension. Even 
then, these values alone will not ensure the fulfilment of the European project. We are firmly 
convinced that the only way that project will be fulfilled is by assuming brotherhood as a political 
category to help us build Europe. 
 
The city is the first place where this new political commitment for Europe can be realized. Citizens 
live in close and reciprocal relations in a city, where they have personal, immediate and continuous 
access to its institutions. 
 
The problems and dramas challenging the continent make an immediate impact on the daily life of a 
city, and must first be addressed there. The political dimension of the citizen begins in the city 
Hall - a gymnasium for the exercise of democracy - where new requests for competence, 
responsibility and solidarity are faced. 
 
As the base element in the multiple levels of government, municipalities become an example for 
a more democratic and participatory Europe.  
 
In order to grow together in the awareness of belonging to Europe, we mayors commit ourselves to 
establishing our work in a constant dialogue with the citizens, involving them in city projects. 
 
What is more, our commitment must be directed towards everyone in local positions of power in 
order to set up a formal and informal network of relations through which we can share ideas, 
problems, experience, projects and resources. 
 
We are convinced that the most authentic political meaning of the current construction of Europe is 
that it represents the aspiration to realize a true unity which enhances its diverse identities. 
Beginning in the municipality and then running through all political forms, this dynamic runs 
through the history of Europe despite its dark periods. 
 
A Europe united in fraternity, with its resources and experience, cannot fail to serve those who 
demand justice, co-operation and peace in the world’s most vulnerable areas. 
 
1 Austria, Belgium, Bosnia Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, 
Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Lithuania, 
Luxemburg, Macedonia, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, United Kingdom, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine. 
 

                                                 
 



 
 
B. CHIARA LUBICH’S ADDRESS 
(edited extracts) 
 
 
 The idea of universal brotherhood is not new, Chiara Lubich points out. Great personalities 
have always defended it. 
Gandhi said: “The golden rule is to be the friend of the world and to regard the human family 
as one.” 
Martin Luther King said in a celebrated speech : “I have a dream: that one day men ... will realise 
that they have been created to be brothers ... and brotherhood will figure on the agenda of the 
man of business and become the motto of him who governs.” 
After the events of 11 September 2001, the Dalai Lama wrote to his disciples: “For us the cause of 
these events is clear ... We have forgotten the most basic truths ... We are all one. This message has 
been completely neglected by the human race. Failure to remember this truth is the sole cause of 
hate and of warfare.” 
As for Jesus of Nazareth ... he pulled down the walls set up between those who are “equal” and 
those who are “different” - between friends and enemies. (...) 
 
So it is that the idea of fraternity began to make its mark on history. It makes its call to everyone, 
including politicians. This was the message of the French Revolution, which, by its motto 
“Liberty, Equality, Fraternity”, summarised the great political project of modern times - although 
it ascribed to these three principles a somewhat restricted meaning. And if Liberty and Equality 
have, up to a point, been secured in the democratic institutions of numerous countries, Fraternity 
remains a dead letter. 
 
One author has affirmed that: “The lesson of the 20th century is that the future lies in the acceptance 
of the three words ... Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, purified of ideological interpretations.” (...) 
 
Today, the world tends towards unity. Unity is the sign of the times, as numerous religious, social 
and political factors show. This unity toward which the world is moving is a universal, global unity, 
to meet the situations, demands and principal characteristics of the reality of our times.  
Means of communication bring together people who are geographically remote. Choices made by a 
young European may well be influenced by what is happening in Asia or Africa. Nothing is really 
foreign any more, since we look at, and are informed about, each others’ lives. 
Furthermore, economic and financial globalisation renders all of us interdependent: for what 
occurs in one place has immediate material repercussions in numerous other places. 
 
Certain problems can be addressed only by humanity as a whole: no nation can address them on its 
own. Just think of the major issues facing the international community: environment, ecology, 
development and food, genetic engineering problems. 
The era of individual rights, of the rights of a single category, is over. We have entered the era of 
the rights and obligations of peoples and of humanity as a whole. 
Our world has really become a village - a new and complex village, but still a village. Today, 
humanity lives as a group, a small group. But unlike the small groups of the past, the world has not 
developed categories of thought that support respect for its diversity, even though its fundamental 
unity has come to pass. Traditional concepts of race, religion and culture, and the State, can not deal 
with the complexity of the situation. (...)  



The category of thought that can recognise both the unity and the diversity towards which 
humanity is moving today is Fraternity. (...) 
 
Fraternity is hence the ideal for today. It is the only factor that will bring about that spiritual unity 
which alone will guarantee political and economic unity. But how is it to be revived? The tools 
exist for bringing fraternity into the world; it is only necessary to recognise them. 
One such tool is provided by the appearance during the 20th century of dozens of movements 
within civil society: religious, humanitarian, for solidarity. (...) Their full potential has not been 
fully explored; but it soon will be. This phenomenon is not purely European, but worldwide; it 
creates networks across nations and cultures, while respecting their diversity. It is like a 
premonition or preview of what this world, beginning with our continent, could become: the home 
of nations (or of regions). 
Like all processes that one day will explode, this development has matured silently. These 
movements affect the civil domain and propose political and economic paths. (...) They encourage 
dialogue between people of different religions - Buddhist, Christian, Hindu, Jew, Muslim, Sikh... 
 
Such dialogue is facilitated by the “Golden Rule”, found in the great world religions, which may be 
expressed: “do unto others as you would like them to do unto you” (Luke 6:31), which 
ultimately means “love your neighbour.” (…) 
 
It is in Fraternity that this Golden Rule may now find its expression and become the foundation, the 
cement of European society and its economy. (...) 
 
This dialogue has already succeeded in bringing about fraternal relations beyond our continent: 
relations, to take the Focolare movement as an example, with lay movements that share the 
humanist ideal; or with the members of a modern Buddhist movement, 6 million strong, in Tokyo; 
or with a Muslim Afro-American movement with 2 million members. In this last case, the dialogue 
was characterised by opening up 40-odd mosques in the USA and inviting everybody to express 
their convictions and experiences and to present examples of fraternity in practice, such as the pilot 
cities built on the concept of “Economy of Communion”, much praised by Mr Prodi. (...) 
 
A person who sees himself, or herself, as Fraternal and takes up politics, does so in response to a 
social need, to a local problem, to the sufferings of his or her fellows, to the requirements of the 
time - and FOR THE COMMON GOOD. 
 
The job of such a person is one of listening and entering into dialogue, (...) of looking on others 
with respect, trying to understand their commitment and seeking solutions that benefit all; 
respecting not only those who vote the same way or are members of the same party, but also the 
others, the adversaries. (...)  Open to the reality of all persons, one may leave particularisms behind 
and discover a true political reality. 
 
The politician who sees himself, or herself, as Fraternal will not remain impassive in the face of the 
often bitter conflicts that divide politician and citizen, but will take the first step to re-establish 
communication. (...) 
 
Creating personal relations where they did not exist or had been ruptured may serve to unfreeze the 
political process. (...)  Such initiatives may become an authentic innovative policy to help 
overcome prejudices and party constraints which so often paralyse politicians by locking them into 
sterile adversarial positions. (…) 
 



However, the path to Fraternity is a stony one. (...) How often does political action not cause 
suffering: solitude, abandonment, misunderstanding, sometimes even among those who are close to 
us? Which person who is engaged in politics has never felt bitterness, marginalisation or betrayal to 
the point of being tempted to give the whole thing up? 
Yet Fraternity in politics is not impossible to achieve: consider the life of Joseph LUX, former 
vice-premier of the Czech Republic, who knew how to earn the admiration of political friend and 
foe alike; or Domenico MANGANO, whose political career called him to serve his fellow-citizens 
as a local administrator in Viterbe (Italy); (...) and there are many others. (...) 
 
 
 
C. THE EUROPE OF FRATERNITY AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 
 
Through the construction of Europe, war has been avoided and peace secured for more than 50 
years. Alas! this is not the case in other continents - even in the age of globalisation. 
The emergence of a Europe endowed with strong social security and a dynamic economy may serve 
as a model for globalisation. 
To enable this to happen, and to avoid becoming the victims of commerce, it is urgent to build a 
SOCIAL EUROPE. 
Fraternity must become the basis of European exchanges of all kinds, and be upheld and 
encouraged by fair and effective institutions. 
 
VIVANT’s socio-economic model, which relieves work of the burden of taxation, proposes to 
create the conditions for a further flowering of mankind. Not only does it guarantee a basic income 
for everyone; it also ensures a structural (and fraternal) recognition of every human being.  
It is the Fraternity in these exchanges that must be upheld as the founding value for Europe and 
source of Social Capital, so that life is really worth living in Europe - and, we should hope, 
elsewhere. 
 
The Editor 
 
 
D.  SOCIAL CAPITAL: 
A PRODUCTIVE FORCE FOR THE ECONOMY   
 
 And what if we did nothing? 
 
“Who said that man was made for tightening nuts and bolts, filing documents or tapping eternally 
on the computer keyboard? ... Man was made to live ... and living means inspiration as well as 
expiration, action and non-action. 
“If idleness is considered the number one enemy in our civilisation, it is because the individual who 
is idle neither produces nor consumes. And our market society has come to recognise only those 
two rôles ‘produce and consume’, without which it teeters and falls. According to the sacred ethic 
of consumption, even leisure must be active. You must tinker in the house, hang-dive, garden, jog, 
shoot the rapids ... do, and still do more - that is to say (decoded): buy and consume. We think 
we’re active; actually we are ‘activated’...  
“That goes for the economically secure of the west, even children in nursery school; and for the 
slave labour of the mines and factories of countries politely called ‘developing’… 



“But by being active, activated, we lose touch with the essentials.  Leisure, which Thomas 
Hobbes called ‘the mother of philosophy’, and ‘letting go’ are vital for the individual to recover his 
centre.” 
 
Michel PIQUEMAL, Words of idleness, and what if we did nothing?, Albin Michel, 1996. 
 
 What is social capital? 
 
It is a capital of trust and mutual respect, which accords to everyone the right to exist and to a 
social and economic activity adapted to one’s aspirations and possibilities. 
The basic income is the institutional pillar that creates the space for producing social capital. 
Such production has an ecological effect, for it is impossible to treat nature ecologically unless 
society’s social fabric develops according to the principles of respect. 
So long as society is riven with tensions and the right to exist is not recognised concretely, social 
capital will be lacking and respect for nature cannot develop. 
Social capital facilitates commercial and non-commercial exchanges fostering an economy of 
needs. 
Production of social capital by each individual increases the sum of social capital and therefore the 
economy as well, for it brings the ideas and initiatives of everyone to the market place. 
 
 Some reflections 
 
Unpaid work 
This is undervalued. In our society paid work is considered more highly. And that is not fair! 
VIVANT recognises all work (and all handicaps), all human activity, as the source of Social 
Capital. 
 
What about the unpaid who do nothing? 
What is there to prove they do nothing? 
In the place where they live, in their own group, in the relationships they form, they act - if only by 
just being there: 
- as human beings (social capital) 
- as consumers (economic capital). 
 
Freedom 
Is it the privilege of the privileged to decide that someone does not know how to choose and is 
not entitled to an unconditional basic income? 
To confuse the choice to live in another way with laziness, to recognise the right to a decent 
existence only in return for a ‘proper’ classified job, is to fail, for the sake of a financial criterion, to 
recognise the human and social value of the individual ... 
 
VIVANT stands, not for laziness, but for freedom of choice. And this freedom must not be 
compromised by administrative or other conditions. 
 
 
E. THE CONQUEST OF CHOICE 
 
These days, if one is unemployed, one is judged because one does not work; the worker is 
increasingly seen as privileged, and the pensioner either as one who has been rejected by society 
too early or as one who has, at last, gained freedom. 



 
In each case the common factor is FREEDOM - or its absence. 
Choice is the enjoyment of creativity, but creativity is subjected to the condition of an income 
which leads many to make compromises in order to protect their future. 
One may well ask what remains of freedom and the possibility of realising oneself in one’s work. 
 
Obliged to look after one’s survival and one’s standard of living, one is forced to adapt oneself 
without finding the way of taking pleasure in the activity one has to endure. 
 
One is happy when one knows one can do something, and thereby feel recognised and of use in 
producing, in managing the socio-economic balance by one’s own political actions, in cultural 
exchange, in developing a variety of family and leisure activities. 
Self-realisation of the individual may come by means of a myriad of occupations. 
 
For us human beings it is not the activities that are wanting, but recognition, freedom and 
financial security. 
 
If earning money is at the centre of all activity and the only objective of education is preparation for 
paid employment, SOCIAL CAPITAL is bound to fall dramatically while levels of anxiety and 
violence are bound to rise. 
 
And if society cannot do better than devise awkward systems that encourage fraud, the State as 
subject to the rule of law is put in danger and our children’s future in jeopardy. 
 
Creating entitlement to the whole gamut of human activities is to grant equality of opportunity, 
which should not be confused with simplistic arithmetical egalitarianism. 
It is necessary to develop those qualities and talents that machines will never be able to acquire- 
rare and human qualities and talents. 
 
A guaranteed basic income provides the individual with the basic protection needed so that one has 
the TIME to develop oneself - in tranquillity and with the ability to choose one’s activities and 
one’s education. 
 
To increase choice and favour self-realisation:- 
 
is not to punish those who choose to work hard and produce wealth;  
 
nor is it to punish, or smother with guilt, those who choose to work in a less conventional way - for 
it is not perverse to prefer a different way of realising oneself; 
 
it is to dissociate work from income by granting a universal allowance; 
 
it is to recognise the value of time by guaranteeing an income simply for existing - for every 
choice is ultimately a choice of use of time; 
 
it is to implement an economic policy deliberately aimed at increasing income rather than 
increasing work shorn of human dignity - for with limited income where is choice? 
 
it is to remove from work and leisure the element of guilt, which reduces choice and which should 
rather be limited to the major moral categories which are of the domain of law and justice; 



 
it is to refuse to impose conditions on entitlement to basic income, so as to conserve freedom of 
choice; 
 
it is to adopt educational and employment policies deliberately aimed at increasing 
multidimensional talents. 
 
We believe that those are the necessary conditions for the victory of Freedom. 
It means that human activities may cover a wide spectrum and thus permit choice and enjoyment 
of life - for these are the antidotes for boredom, violence and moroseness. 
 
Man has hope when he believes he can achieve. 
Empowerment and being able to take initiatives will bring about a new way of life for the 21st 
century and safeguard a strong State subject to the rule of law that promotes humanism and social 
capital. 
 
Jean-Paul BRASSEUR 
(Co-ordinator for Wallonia) 
This text is inspired by the book by B. JARROSSON and M. ZARKA, From the Defeat of Work to 
the Conquest of Choice, Dunod. 
 
                                                                                                                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

PASSING A LAW ON CITIZEN’S INCOME IN BRAZILi

Eduardo MATARAZZO SUPLICYii

Workers’ Party Senator for São Paulo 
Ph.D. Economics from Michigan State University 

Economics Professor at São Paulo School of Business Administration 
 
 
It is an honour for me to address this Colloquium on “What work, what social cohesion for the 21st 
Century? - THE UNIVERSAL DIVIDEND: AN INNOVATIVE AND UNIFYING RESPONSE.” 
(24 June 2004) 
I should like to thank both Madame Christine Boutin, Deputy for the Yvelines and President of 
the Forum of Social Republicans, and the organisers of the Colloquium. 
 
I am a Brazilian Senator, a member and co-founder of the Workers’ Party of President Luiz 
Inácio Lula da Silva. I am also a Professor at the São Paulo School of Business Administration, of 
the Getúlio Vargas Foundation. Right from my first election as Senator for the State of São Paulo in 
1990 I decided to propose a Programme for a Guaranteed Minimum Income in Brazil. In 1991 I 
submitted a first draft Bill for introducing a negative income tax. According to this proposal any 
citizen over 25 years of age with monthly income below the threshold of 150 US Dollars would be 
entitled to receive an income top-up. The level of the grant would be between 30% and 50% of the 
difference between this threshold and the grantee’s income. The actual level of the grant would be 
fixed by the administration, between the minimum of 30% and the maximum of 50%, depending on 
how much was available in the budget and on the results obtained from the Programme. This 
measure was adopted by the Senate unanimously in 1991 and was approved by the Finance and 
Taxation Committee of the Chamber of Deputies, but has not (at this time) yet been enacted. 
 
But my initiative at least had the merit of provoking fertile debate and giving rise to numerous local 
experiments with minimum income programmes. These programmes have generally been known as 
subsistence allowances or education allowances. And throughout the 1990s, as I took part in 
discussions on the various minimum income formulae, I became more and more convinced of the 
advantages of the unconditional basic income, including as compared with negative income tax. 
 
So in December 2001, after my mandate as senator had been renewed for another eight years, I 
decided to put forward a new Bill to introduce a citizen’s income in Brazil from 2005. Today I 
am absolutely convinced that the unconditional basic income is the common sense way of 
eradicating poverty, of building a more just society and of securing real freedom for everyone. It is 
the common sense way of doing so in the same way as the common sense way of going out of 
one’s house is by the door. That is precisely what Guy Standing affirmed at the International 
Conference on Basic Income held in the Brazilian Senate in 1998. 520 years before Jesus Christ, 
Confucius wrote in the Book of Questions and Answers: “Has one ever seen a person go out of his 
house except by the door?” 
 
The good news I bring you today is that the Bill in question was adopted by the Senate in 2002, 
unanimously. It has also been adopted by the Chamber of Deputies, and thereby by the whole 
Congress of Brazil.  



On 8 January 2004, the President of the Republic, Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva gave it the 
Presidential Assent in the course of a ceremony attended by numerous personalities, including 
Professor Philippe Van Parijs. Brazil is thus the first country in which the national Congress has 
enacted a law introducing a Citizen’s Income.iii  
 
In December 2003 I took part in the Congress of the South African Coalition for a Basic 
Income. I told the participants that it was very encouraging to learn that in South Africa 27 
different organisations (trade unions, churches, youth movements, children’s movements, aids 
sufferers, the aged, human rights activists, etc.), with a total membership of over 12 million people, 
had formed a coalition to fight for the introduction of a basic income in that country, where 
many of the problems were similar to our own. 
 
South Africa and Brazil are both already industrialised yet still developing countries, marked by 
serious problems of poverty, crime and violence. But both countries also possess extraordinary 
natural and human resources which can help them solve these problems. Most importantly, 
however, both countries are ruled by democratically elected governments, and this gives rise to 
great hope, the hope of seeing hunger and absolute poverty eradicated, and also the hope of 
economic growth, available jobs and a much more just society. 
 
South Africa and Brazil are therefore pursuing the same goal: to build a just and civilised 
society. We know that in order to get there the interests of the community are as important as those 
of the individual. We must foster the ethical and democratic principles of truth, solidarity, 
brotherhood and freedom. These values are rooted in the histories of all the peoples of the world. 
They are at the foundations of all religions: Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, Islam, and the 
many others. 
 
Holding such convictions, we must apply economic policies that are in tune with these values. In 
order to eradicate hunger and absolute poverty in Brazil, to stimulate economic growth which will 
provide jobs and to redistribute income, President Lula has placed emphasis on several 
programmes: agrarian reform, expansion of micro-credit, strengthening of co-operatives, 
encouragement of family farming, expansion of public education and health services; as well as 
some income redistribution projects at present included in the Zero Hunger Programme. 
 
In the 1990s we launched several redistributive programmes essentially aimed at eradicating 
poverty and child labour. Last October (2003), President Lula decided to announce that four 
family grant programmes would be unified, rationalised and given new impetus. Under the 
programme any family with income of less than 50 reals per month per person (about 13 euros) 
receives an allowance of 50 reals per month, increased by 15, 30 or 45 per cent if the family has 
one, two or three or more children respectively. Such families have to demonstrate that their 
children under 6 years of age are monitored for nutrition and have all the inoculations 
recommended by the Health Ministry; children from 7 to 15 years must attend school; while the 
adults in the family must follow literacy courses or vocational training courses. 
 
The 4 programmes thus unified are: 1) the minimum income programme associated with 
education, called education grants; 2) the minimum income programme associated with health, 
called food grants; 3) the gas grant; and 4) the food card associated with the Zero Hunger 
Programme. The first three were introduced by the previous government, Fernando Henrique 
Cardoso’s; the last, in February 2003, by the present government. The experience of 8 months of 
the unified Programme persuaded the present government that it would be better to allow 
beneficiaries of the family grant to spend the money in their own way, without restriction. 



 
This is a step in the right direction. 4 million families at present benefit from the family grant 
programme, which has been made available in its first phase in the poorest regions in Brazil. It is 
forecast that 11.4 million families will benefit from the Programme by 2006; that is, 50 million 
inhabitants, or more than a quarter of the 178 million Brazilians. Ana Fonseca, the 
Programme’s Executive Secretary, recently declared that the Family Grant Programme was the 
beginning of the citizen’s income. 
 
I have suggested to President Lula that the Programme should be continuously monitored to see if it 
has the effect of allowing people to avoid the poverty trap and the unemployment trap. The 
unification of the programme can be regarded as a step towards the citizen’s income, defined 
as an income, modest yet sufficient for every person’s subsistence, paid by the country to all its 
citizens, regardless of their origin, age, sex, race, economic situation, or family status. 
 
Does that mean that we shall also pay this citizen’s income to the very rich? Yes, we shall. But 
these people will of course contribute more than the others to the Programme and provide it with 
funding. What are the advantages of such a system? First, it eliminates the administrative work and 
costs of checking on the actual income of the beneficiaries. Second, it eliminates the shame, the 
stigma, of having to declare that one has insufficient income. But it’s the third point that’s most 
important: it makes a tremendous difference to everyone to know that they can count on having a 
fixed income for the next 12 months and even permanently. 
 
The Bill adopted by the national Congress provides that the citizen’s income will be introduced 
gradually from 2005 beginning with those who have most need of it. The executive will determine 
the level of the income and the rhythm of its extension until everyone is included. The application 
of the Programme will therefore depend on the evolution of the national economy of Brazil 
and the availability of funds. 
 
There is something about this proposition that should be underlined: it has been defended by 
economists, social scientists and philosophers who represent a wide spectrum of thought, from Joan 
Robinson to John Kenneth Galbraith, from James Edward Meade to Jan Tinbergen and from Martin 
Luther King to Philippe Van Parijs and Guy Standing. 
 
There is one place in the world where it has been applied: Alaska. 
 
Let us recall how the idea was born. At the beginning of the 1960s Jay Hammond, the mayor of 
Bristol Bay, a small fishing port in Alaska, noted that the inhabitants remained poor in spite of the 
wealth they helped create. So he proposed to institute a tax of 3% on the value of the catches of fish, 
which would be paid into a fund belonging to everyone. It was difficult, taking him 5 years, to 
persuade the local population to accept the idea. But it worked so well that 10 years later he was 
elected Governor of the State.  
 
In 1976 Jay Hammond proposed to pay 50% of the royalties charged on the exploitation of natural 
resources into a Cumulative Fund to be owned by the entire population. The proposal was adopted 
by the State legislature and approved in a popular referendum. 
 
Today any local politician who attempted to oppose the system of dividends from the Alaska 
Permanent Fund would be committing political suicide. Professor Scott Goldsmith of the University 
of Alaska in Anchorage stated as much in his address to the Ninth International Congress of BIEN 
(Basic Income European Network) in Geneva in 2002. For the system is a huge success. Since 1980 



the value of the Fund has gone from 1 billion to 28 billion dollars. Anyone residing in Alaska for 
more than a year receives an annual dividend. In the 1980s this dividend was only of 300 dollars, 
but it amounted to 1,107 dollars last year (2003) and almost reached 2,000 dollars in 2001. 
 
Through this system Alaska has become the most egalitarian State of the United States of 
America. Between 1989 and 1999, Alaska redistributed 5% of its Gross Domestic Product to all its 
residents, numbering today nearly 650,000. The consequence is that while in the United States as a 
whole the average income of the 20% poorest families has risen by 12%, against 26% for the 20% 
wealthiest families, in Alaska the figures are quite different: the average income of the 20% poorest 
families has risen by 28%, against just 7% for the 20% wealthiest. QED, as the mathematicians say. 
 
It is an example for all the countries of the world. It is particularly precious for those, like 
Brazil, the Philippines, South Africa, Colombia or Iraq, which absolutely must eradicate poverty 
and establish social justice. Economists and social science specialists of the Basic Income European 
Network, founded in 1986, and of similar organisations on other continents, are more and more 
demonstrating the rationality of the proposition. 
 
Although Jay Hammond did not mention Thomas Paine in his autobiography, the Alaskan 
initiative takes up the proposition advanced in 1795 by Paine, who was one of the foremost 
ideologists of the French Revolution and of the United States. It was in this very place, the 
French National Assembly, that Paine set out his idea in the form of an essay, Agrarian Justice.iv He 
affirmed that poverty was related to private property and civilisation. He never witnessed among the 
American Indians, among whom property was held in common, the degree of destitution that he’d 
seen in Europe. He recognised that it was sensible that one who cultivated and improved the land 
should have the right to derive an income for his labour and property. But he also proposed that all 
those who did so should pay a portion of their income into a fund belonging to the nation. The 
accumulation of credits paid into this fund should make it possible to pay out a basic income of an 
equal amount to all citizens. This income should be considered not a gift but a right, a form of 
compensation for the prejudice suffered by society as the result of instituting private property. And 
Thomas Paine thought that this proposition should apply to all nations. 
 
When the Brazilian Sergio Vieira de Mello was appointed United Nations Co-ordinator in Iraq, I 
sent him a letter suggesting that the Alaskan example be followed there. On 30 May Sergio Vieira 
de Mello replied that he had favourably received my suggestion. In Jordan on 23 June Ambassador 
Paul Bremer III, Chief Administrator for Iraq, proposed in a speech that one way of sharing 
wealth in Iraq would be to set up a programme funded from receipts from the sale of oil. Iraqi 
citizens could receive dividends, as in Alaska. Alternatively, such receipts could fund public 
retirement pensions or other social security instruments. 
 
On 1st August Sergio Vieira de Mello told me that the proposition had been well received by the 
population and that the World Bank Mission for Iraq had deemed it feasible. Unfortunately, on 19 
August Mr Vieira de Mello was assassinated. 
 
In Brazil, South Africa and numerous developing countries, a large proportion of our populations 
live in poverty. We also have to support large public debts. By way of example, the interest paid 
in 2003 by the public sector in Brazil, which means the communes, the States and the Federal State, 
amounted to 145 billion reals, nearly 10% of our Gross Domestic Product. Thanks to the efforts of 
President Lula’s Government we shall pay only 115 billion this year. This is still an enormous 
sum, particularly if one compares it with the c. 6.2 billion reals (or c. 1.6 billion euros) that we 
shall spend on the family grants programme for 6 million families. 



 
Some people are reluctant to accept the idea of a guaranteed income, thinking it will encourage 
laziness. 
 
But we have to recognise that there are numerous activities - such as looking after children or work 
within our community - that are important for humanity and that we are happy to carry out without 
remuneration. 
 
Furthermore, in our countries respect for private property figures in the constitution. That means 
that anyone who owns some capital is entitled to draw an income from it, in the form of 
interest, rents or capital gains. And without any obligation to work! Nevertheless these 
“capitalists” go to school, put their children in the best schools and, above all, they work. Why? It is 
simply that it is in human nature to want to get on, to achieve. So if it is accepted that the 
wealthy may get an income without working and that even in these conditions they still work, why 
not give to everyone, rich and poor alike, the right to a modest income, a subsistence income, the 
right to benefit from and be associated with the wealth of their nation and of the Earth? 
 
One aspect of the question should be considered with great attention by workers, entrepreneurs and 
managers, particularly those in developing countries. The majority of developed countries today 
have income redistribution programmes, which not only provide relief to the poorest, but also 
make their economies more competitive than ours. In the USA low income families can benefit 
from four programmes simultaneously: TANF (Temporary Aid for Needy Families, which has 
succeeded the Help to families with children), Food Vouchers, EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit) 
and unemployment benefit. The EITC was launched in 1975 and extended by the Clinton 
administration. Under this programme the US government paid out in 2003 allowances worth more 
than 37 billion dollars to 20 million families, covering more than 50 million citizens. Since the 
injection into the economy of these allowances contributed to economic growth, the United 
Kingdom also decided to introduce a form of negative income tax, the Family Tax Credit. Nearly 
all European countries have a guaranteed income programme of one sort or another, having the 
same effect. 
 
All these societies have decided to pay their workers a sum of money on top of their income in 
order to keep them above a given poverty level. Employers are therefore able to pay them less than 
they would if there were no EITC or similar programme. But it should also be recognised that 
owing to these programmes their economies attain a higher level. The final result is that with 
stronger economic growth and a higher level of employment salaries are also higher. 
 
In the developing countries, we too should realise the need to use redistributive instruments in order 
to make our economies more competitive. And I am firmly convinced that the most rational 
measure is the unconditional basic income. The results obtained in Alaska amply demonstrate 
that that is the way to go. 
 
The citizen’s income will have an enormous impact on the liberty of each individual. Philippe 
Van Parijs demonstrated this brilliantly in his book, Real Freedom for All: what (if anything) can 
justify capitalism? which appeared in 1995.v The citizen’s income is also a tool compatible with the 
objectives defined by Amartya Sen in his book, published in French in 2000, A New Economic 
Model: development, justice, freedom.vi He maintains that development is real only insofar as it 
gives each member of society a greater freedom of choice. The citizen’s income will permit 
certain people to escape from the humiliations of prostitution, drug trafficking or working 
conditions close to slavery. Such people will henceforth be able to live in dignity. 



 
We shall unite our efforts to implant the citizen’s income in all countries. All peoples may then sit 
at the table of brotherhood. Everywhere, violence will retreat. I am also convinced that the 
proposal for the citizen’s income should figure on the agenda of the negotiations that the 
government of Colombia and the FARC have entered upon after more than 50 years of civil war: it 
is one of the principal conditions for peace to be restored to that country, as to the whole of America 
and the world. 
 
I thank you for your attention. 
 
 
 
                                                 
i This text is based on an address to the IIIrd Congress of the US BIG Network and of the New America Foundation, in 
Washington D.C. on 21 and 22 February 2004. 
ii Senator PT of São Paulo, PhD in Economics from Michigan State University, Professor of Economics at the São 
Paulo School of Business Administration (of the Getúlio Vargas Foundation); author of the book Renda de cidadania. A 
saída é pela porta, Editora Fundação Perseu Abramo / Cortez Editora, 2002. Present President of the Commission for 
External Relations and National Defense. 
iii A full bibliography on this theme may be consulted in SUPLICY, E.M., Renda de Cidadania. A saída é pela port,. 
Perseu Abramo Editora e Editora Cortez, 2002. Second edition. 
iv PAINE, Thomas, Thomas Paine à la législature et au directoire, ou la Justice agraire opposée à la loi et aux 
privilèges agraires, Paris: la citoyenne Ragouleau, 1797; 45 pp. Most recent edition in French: ___ , La justice agraire 
opposée à la loi et aux privilèges agraires, in Revue du MAUSS semestrielle, Paris, no. 7, 1996, pp. 23-36. In English: 
___ , Agrarian justice, in FONER, Philip S. (Ed.), The life and major writings of Thomas Paine,  Secaucus, NJ: Citadel, 
1974, pp. 605-623. 
v VAN PARIJS, Philippe, Real Freedom for All: what (if anything) can justify capitalism? Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1995. 
vi SEN, Amartya, Un nouveau modèle économiqu : développement, justice, liberté, Paris: O.Jacob, 2000. 
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